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The Calcutta Law- Journal 
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Reports. 

^ 

. SEKCIAT^ P.ENOn. 


ffefore Sir Francis William Maclean^ K, C. /. Mr, y us lice 
Rampiniy Mr, Justice Btetty Mi. yustice Mitra and Mp, 
yusiice Doss, » 

SAMARENDRA CflANDRA DEB BARMAN BARA 

THAKUR 

V, 

*BIRENDRA KISHORE DEB BARMAN/ 


Turhdictwn of Civil Coiirt--8uvCPitsiion to property lying within British terri- 
tory, ^sjiute as to — Hill Tipperah Ho Declaration of contingent righty 
suit for, if maintainable — Specif e Relief Act (I of 1877) section 42, 

^eldy{lkiM3. duhUafUe), — The appointment of Jubraj by the Raja of 
Tipperah is an act of State by a Sovereign Prince and the Municipal Courts 
cannot question the validity of th^ appointment, * ^ 

Beer Chunder Manikya v. Ilaj Coomer Nohodeej) Chunder Deb Burmono (1) 
followed. ^ 

Feelkisto Deb Burmono v. Beer Chunder Thakoor (2) referred to. 

Per curiam, — A person cannot sue for a declaration of his legal right 
unless he has an existing right, and a merp contingent right which may never 
ripen into an^Aslual existing right is not sufficient to ground an action for a 
declaration that the defendAit has ro right of suecession to the property. 

• • ... 

^ Appeal by the Plaintiff, 

Suit a declaration that the plaintiff is accoirding to 
the kulachar^oi the Tipperah Raj family and by virtue of 
appointment; as J^ara Thakur by the last Baja entitled to ^^he 
suceession to the property situate in British India. • 

The facts of thte case appear sufficiently from the judgment. 


* Ainieal from Original Decree No. 174 of 1906, against thq decree pf 
^pia B^iary Mnkerji, Subordinate Judge, First Court of 24-Farganahs, dated 
tae 2#sh January 1906. 

(l> (188#) I Calc. 586 ; 12 Cn.. R. 465. 
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ifttnarendra Chai^drS 
Beb Barman Bara 
Thaknr 

. 

Birendra Kiabore 
•Deb Barman* 


The casf of Beer Chunder Manikaya v. Raj Cdbfkar Nabodeep 
Chunder (i),.is rightly decided. 

The case does not come under section i6 clause (d) Civil 
Procedure Code. It *is a pure contingency^ whicti may or may 
not arise. Clauses {a)^ (b) and (c) of the Section are distiifguished 
by the words “ ^ny other right to.’^ There is nothing in it to 
indicate that such ri^ht of contingency is dealt cuvitlj^. It is 
^nothing more than Spes successioms. * 

Section 42 of the Specific Relief Act treats of suits for declara- 
tion’ for hjmself with regard to succession. This suit does i?ot come 
within the class of suits by reversioners. There is no class of 
Johtaj. Referred to Musst Pranputtee v.Lalta Fnifeh Bahadur {2). 
There is a distinction between getting a declaration for his own 
benefit and a declaration that the act of the widow is not valid. 
The case of Greeman Singh v. Wahart Lall (3), is decisive on the 
point. Section 42 has no application to cases of contingent 
rights. The illustration to that section refer to known classes. 

Dr, Rash Behary Ghose followed. — The title to the Guddi 
and Roshunabad is one and the same. Referred to Nilkishto 
Bttrmono v. Beer Chunder Thakoor (4), Duke of Brunswick v. 
King of Hanover (5). Illbert page ^56 ; Wheaton’s International 
law page 49. As for semi-Sovereign State, see Wheatpn page 62, 
Referred to Raj Kumar Nabodeep Chunder v. Rajah Bir 
Chundra (6). ^ ^ 

The plaintiff is not entitled to sue under section 42 of the 
Specific* Relief Act. Referred to* Kattama Naichter v. Dora 
Singa Tevar (7), Tfie judgment in Greeman Singh v. Wahari 
Lall (3), rests on that principle. Referred to Mr. Whitley 
Stokes Commentary on section 42, Vol. I page 978. The section 
refers to present and vested right and not to contingent right. 
See Bhujendra Bhusan v. Triguna Nathjfi). * \ 

The discretion which the Coprt has, must be exercised with 
great caution. This is a case in which such a decree should not 
be given. • * * 

I • * 

Mr, B, Chuckerbuity in reply — Submissions can not give 
jurisdiction. Only to avoid embarassment th^ Raj^ submitted. 

Section 433 Civil Procedure Code deals with procedure. It 
does not deal with rights. • 


0) (1883) I. li. E. 9 Calc. 585. 
(3) (186.3) 2 Hay. 608. 

(8) (188U 1. UK 8 Caro..t3, 

(8) {im) h U It. 


(4) (1869) 12 Moo. 1. A. 5S8 (634). 

(5) (1868) 6 Bev. 1 ; 49 E. E. 724. 

(6) (1876) 26 W. B. 404 (4Q6). 

169 (X79. 174) ; 16 B. L. R. 83i 28 W. B. 83 
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• • 

lUustratidis {e) ahd (r) to section 4a of the Specific Relief 
Act show that the plaintiff is entitled to a declaration. He is 
not questioning the po^er of Raja to choose anybody as Jn 6 ra/\ 
Section 42 does ifot restrict the power* of the Court ; but all 
^eclarafory sdits are discretionary. When the cases of Katama 
Natchitr v. Lhra Sipga Tevar (t), and MussL PranpuUee v. Lalla 
BuHeh pab^dur (2), were decided, the law was 'different. Section 
42 is wide enough to cover the present case. The case of Greeman^ 
Singh (3), is a very peculiar case. It wsys dissented from in Man^ 
matha Nath Bistvas^ v. Rahilli Mont Dasi (4). In the case of 
Greeman Singh (3), the Judges were dealing with the rival claim- 
ants. The plaintiff can get a negative declaration. c. a. v. 

0 Afterwards their Lordships, owing to the importance of the 
case, referred it to the Special Bench, for disposal. 

Mr B, Chnckerhntly (with him Babus Basant Kumar Bose 
and Harendra Narayan Mtira) for the Appellant. 

So far as land in British India is concerned, the only 
tribunal which can decide the title to that, is the British Court. 
Refers tqSir Charles Atchison’s treatise, p. 102 (Ed. 1876). The 
same view is taken in Mr Mackenzie’s book (Ed. i884)«p. 272. 
See also Nanabhai v. Shrit^an Goswami Girdhariji (5). 

[RAMPrxi J — Was there any admission in the plaint as here ?] 
No amount of admission will do. It is a question of law. 
For his misconduct life was driven out of Hill Tippera. He was 
deposed as in the Bombay Case. 


I diviiN * 

VM. • 

SumAreii^ vUm^fi 
Deb Bftrmao Bam 
Tbakur 

«. 

Birendim, KteboT^ i 
Deb Bermeir* 


uVay tio < 


Whate^iier may be theaeffect of cancellation in Hill Tippera, 
the law applicable to lands in British India is the law of 
British India. Referred to Nanabhai v. Girdhariji (5) and 
Ram Gunga Deo, v. Doorgamnnee Jobraj (6). 

[Brett j — There was no question of legality of the Raja’s act] 
So fji? us Raja’s territory is concerned, he was not asking 
their JL.ordslqp$ to consider the matter. 

^See Urjun Manic Thakoor y.Ram Gunga Deo (7) and Ranee 
SoomitrdvH Ram Gunga Mai^ik (8). , 

Irhe neA case that arose was tlftit of Beer Chunder Joobraj, 
V. Neelkissen Thakoor (9). This case went up to the Privy Coijncil ,* 
sqc Neelkisto Deb Burmono v. Beer Chunder Thakoor (10). 


(1) (1875) L. R. 2 I. A. 169 ( 172, 174 ) ; 15 B. L. R. 83 ; 23 W. B. ^14 

I2l (1863) 2 Hay 608. (6) (1809) 1 ScI.Eep. 270 (Hew Ed. 361.) 

(8) <18811 1. L. B. 8 Calc. 13. (7) (1816) 2 BelBep. 142 (N€wEd.m.) 

„ /fit » C..1 D..!. v;.' 


Wf 

Wd 


i) 1. 1. R. S7 AIL 408. (8) (1820) 8 Sd.Bep. 40 (Ntw Kd. M). 

" I. L. B. 12 Bom. 881 (388). (9) (1884) 1 W. B. in. 

. - (10) (1889) 12 Boo. I. A. 883. 
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Samarendra Chandra 
Peb Barman ^Bara* 
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^ Birendra Kishore 
Peb Bhrman. * 


[Maclean C. J — The question of ^‘urisdictiofli was not in 
•dispute.] 

At page 534 their Lordships observed as follows : — 

“ The Rajah of JTipperah^ though in rerpect to these lands 
subject to the laws and Courts of British India^ ss in feet an 
independent Prince with a considerable territory known as the 
Tipperah Hills &c»’^ This passage was relied on. Jteads page 
538 of the Report. “On the argument of thisb gppeaf before 
*their isordships, the Appellant’s preferential title by seniority to 
the Jubrajship was sought to be established by evidenEe of a 
family cu^om to be collected from the instances given in the 
geneology of actual successions.” The other side relies on 

page 534 - • • 

Referred to Mr. Foote’s Private International Law 3rd 
Edition, 1904, page 159 and Wheaton’s International Law, 4th 
Edition, page 159. No authority other than the constituted 
authority can impose law. See Westlake’s International Law, 
4th Edition, page 246. 

An act of State can not inferfere with private property. 
Land qan not be beld by a foreign sovereign as a subject. Read 
Dicey’s Conflict of Laws, Edition 1896, page 590 as regards 
devolutions ; also pp. 38, 223. 

Referred to Goswatni Shri Girdharijt v. Madhowdas (l) and 
Shriman Goswatni v. Goswami Shri Girdhar Lalji (2). ^fwo 
questions were raised in the last case. See page 623 ; submitted 
that the question of jurisdiction was^ decided in favour of the 
contention he was urging. 

Referred to Rajkumar Nohodip Chundro Deb Burmun v. 
Rajah Bir Chnndta Manikya Bah a door (3) ; see page 406 ; 
Maharajah Bir Chundcr Manikya Bahadoor v. Ishan Chunder 
Thakur (4). The suit was against the* Maharaja for .n^jntenance. 

The next case referred to was Beer^ Chunder^ Manilla v. 
Raj Coomar Nobodeep Chnnder Deb* Bnrmono (5). There also 
the question arose as regards right to maintenance. » The kaja 
was a parly in that case. JHe distinguished that tase on two 
grounds: (1) His suit was not against tbe Raja : (2) The claim 
for maintenance is not a suit for property, unless^and ‘until it Js 
made a chaPge on the property. ^ ^ 

[Dr. •Ghosk. — That was not a suit merely for maintenance.] 


(1) (1898) I. L. B. 17 Bom, 600. <3) (1883) 25 W. R. 404. 

(8) (1 878) I. L B. J7 Bern. 620 (note.) (4J (1878j 3 C. L. B. 4177 

. , (5) <18 83) I. L, B.. 9 Culc. f85 ; 12 0. 1. 465. 
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o • ” * 

He adopted the argument of Mr. Phillips at page 548. He * * 

adopted the third argument there as his first. Re?d the judg* 1908 . 

ment and pag^s 555,^ 556*. He submitted that it was not necessary sJ^roarendmChandw 
to decide the question of jurisdiction. The observations made Deb Harman Bam 
therein which go against him were not correct. , » 

Then referred Co Beer Chutider Manikya v. Ishan Chunder 
Burdhtiv (i). That was a suit for recovery of rent and road- , 
cess. The s^me learned Judges who decided the case cf Beer 
Chund^ V. Raj Coomar (2) decided this case also. They treated 
him like> an ordinary subject^ 

Read sections 431 and 432 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

The oi Hajon Manick Beer ^SV//^(3) was > relied on 

by the lower Court. So far as jurisdiction is concerned, he 
submitted that the case was in his favour. The suit had to be 
brought in the British Court. 

“Rezd sanad dated ist June 1904. The suit was instituted 
in March 1904. The sanad did not affect him at all. 

It is land in British Indio and it is governed by laws in 
British India. No person can get any right to ^any such Ijnd by 
act of State. So far as land in British India is concerned he is 
entitled to show that his tide is superior to that of the defen- 
dant. Soffar as this zemindary is concerned, it is governed by 
Regulation I of 1793. ^ 

Referred to Story’s Conflict of Laws, para. 427 and. Chap. 

XIV p. 539^. 

The next question is : “Is it a suit for land within the mean' 
ing of section 16 cl. (d) of the Code of Civil Procedure ? ” The 
ground on which this was decided against him was that cl. (d) 
must refer to suit of same nature as els. (a), (b) and (c). The 
words are “/or the determijiatioil of any other right to,’’ are 
wide enougfTto include such a case as this. Referred to the case 
of The Delhi Und London Bank v. Wordie (4). The plaintiffs are 
entitled to. succeed in preference to the defendant. 

Then'refejred to Kellie y. \Fraser There at page 463 May, 1 $^ 

it was said. “ It will be observed, however, that in all, or almost 
all, the cases upor^ which the appellant relies, the suit was brought 
for the purpose of acquiring the possession of, or of establishing 
a title to, or an interest in, the property which was the subject 
of dispute, more particularly in the case of The Delhi and London 
Bank V. Wordie (4), where the object of the petitioner was to 

( 1 ) ( 188 $) T. L. K. 10 C*lc. 136 ( 3 ) ( 1881 ) I. L B It 0 .ilc 17 . 

( 188 $) I. L. B:9 Oalc 63 $ C4| (ISU) I. L B. I 0 .ilc. 2 t 9 . 

(8) ( 1877 ) 1. L. B 2 C.ite. iiS . 
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Samarendni Chandra 
Deb Barman Bara 
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BirendrA Kishore 
Deb Barnfan. 


*Manick v. Beer In it the case of Beer Chunder Manik- 

kya V. Rajktimar Nobodeep ChuuderDeb Burmono{ 2 ) was referred to. 

There is an exception to land of the Statg whigh never dies. 
A question as to extent of territory cannot be settied by^ Muni- 
cipal Court but by diplomatic action. The Court having jurisdic'* 
tion must stay its'hand as soon as it sees that it is a question as 
^regards declaration, c 

Bir Chunder and ^ilkristo were both recognized. They 
were interested to see that the question was decided one way 
or the other. See page 553 of the cas3 of Beer Chunder Manikky a 
V . Raj Kumar Nobodeep Chuuder Deb Burmono (2). The judgment 
of Macph%rson J. is no authority on a question of fact. See 


12 M. I. A. p. 534. ' 

* The Rubakari appointing the defendant Jnbaraj clearly 
shows that the zemindaries are part of the Royal possession. 
The Sanad shows that also. « 

The Bombay cases referred to by the other side lay down 
an elementary proposition, viz,^ rto foreign sovereign by any act 
of its own non any foreign Court by any judgmeitc can affect 
land outside the State. This is an act of the State and sought 
to be set aside by the subject of^the Raja. The plantiff is not 
entitled to do so. 

In Beer Chunder Manikkya v. Raj Koomar Nthodeep 
Chunder Deb Burmono (2) it was observed as folio .vs : — 
“ We further observe that for our Courts to entertain the 
plaintiff’s suit and declare him Juharaj would, if operative at 
all, have the effect of annulling the Maharajah’s appointment of 
his own son as Jnbaraj ; but this appointment was an act of 
sovereignty performed by the Maharajah in his own territory, 
and as such it clearly cannot be questioned or set ^^side by the 
Courts of British India.” What is the plaintiff’s cause of 
action ? He comes into British Court and asks that his own 
sovereign had no power. 

The next point is that under the Code of .Civil Procedure, 
the Alipur Court has no jurisdiction. This depends upon 
whether the plaintiff is entitled to a declaratory decree. Accor- 
ding to his own showing, the plaintiff is only entitled to a con- 
tingent interest. Under section 6 of the Transfer of Property 
^ct a mere right to succession is not property at all. 


(1) (1884) 1 L,B. 11 Calc. 17 (24). 

M(188a)L L.R,9Ciac^636: 12G\Ua485, 
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A persdfl who stands in the position of a reversioner is not 
entitled to a bare declaration. The Courts might determine any 
existing right but would not determine any contingent right. See 
Mussamut ^anpt^tce v. Lalla I^'utteh Sdhadoor (i), 

^ [ E)oss J — It is not a declaration of right but a declaration 

of a possibility of a right.] 

T^iis ^se is approved in Kattama Natcliiar v. Dora Singa 
Tevar{2), i^^ad pages 189, 190, 19 1. Id this case their Lorck 
ships distinguished the well-known chasses of cases. The case 
of Gre^man Singh V. Wahari Lall cannot be distinguished. 
The judgment is perfectly sound. The Allahabad ind Madras 
High Courts misunderstood the ruling. See Bhiijcndto Bhnsan 
VI Trigunanath (4). At page 765 Mr Justice Wilson observed as 
follows : — “And I do not purpose to attempt to lay down any 
general rule, beyond this, that I think the discretion ought to 
be exercised with great caution. I have no doubt, however, 
that the present case is not one in which a declaratory decree 
ought to be given. To hold otherwise would be to lay down 
that any^one who claims any interest in property, present or 
future, ought to be allowed to ask the Cohrt to give*him an 
opinion on his title, and ^it cannot, I think, have been the 
intention of the Legislature to lay down any such rule.” See 
also Pirthi Pal Kiunvar v. Guman Kunwar (5). 

^ Mr, ChnckerbiUfy in The act of the State was after 

suit. The sanad of British Government was after suit. ’ 

An ^ppintment by ♦he Raja of the defendant affecting 
land in British India has no validity at alh 

[Brett J — The question is whether British Court* has any 
jurisdiction over lands in British India.] 

Submitted that he was not peeking to set aside the appoint- 
ment. H#p^sition is exactly like that of a reversioner. 


Otvi& 
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Thakur 

• 

* Birendxk Kishoro 
Deb ^0ian« 


• • ^ C. A. V. 

The following judgments were delivered. 

MaclefU} C. J. — The plaintiff seeks in this suit for a decla- 
ration that he is according to the kcolachar^ custom or usage of 
the Tipperah Haj family, and by virtue of the appointment 
referred to in his plaint, entitled to the succession to the 
schedufed property from and after the demise of the present 


CD (186S) 2 Hay. 608 ; Syveater 279. 

• !?* I.. B. 88 ! 23 W. B. 814. 

• (4)0881)1. UB. 8 CaL la 


m 
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* Kaja of Tipperah, and that the defendant lias no n|ht of succes- 
sion thereto. That is the object of the suit. 

The property scheduled to the plaint lies within British 
territory : and, part of^uch property consists (JT a hdlise and lands 
in the Ballygunj Circular Road known as.“ Green Park ” ©within 
the local limits of the Alipur Court. , 

The plaintiff* is a son of the late Raja of Ti^perah. 
According to his case, die Raj family of Hill Tipp^rah of which 
the Raja is the head, is governed by the Hindu law as obtaining 
in Bengal, except in so far as that law is modified by the cfustom 
of the faftiily, by which the reignfhg Raja may nominate and 
appoint from amongst the legitimate rnembens of the Raj family 
his two next successors, the first successor being styled Jubraj 
and the second successor being styled Burra Thakur. The 
plaintiffs’ case is that, according to the said custom, the said 
appointments fix irrevocably the succession in the parties nomi- 
nated, and the Juhraj so appointed is 'indefeasibly entitled to 
succeed, on the demise of the reigning Raja who appointed him, 
to amongst other things, the scheduled property ; and the Bara 
Thakur so appointed is indefeasibly entitled to succeed to such 
property on the demise of the Jnhraj^. It is undisputed that the 
scheduled property follows the succession to the Hill Tipperah 
Raj, or, as the defendant puts it, forms part of their royal 
possession and the light and title to such property follows^ the 
possession of and succession to the throne, and is enjoyed by one 
and the same title. ' 


In the year 1870 the late Rajah appointed his eldest son 
Raja Radha Kishore Deb Burman, the present Raja, Juhraj^ and 
in the year 1878 appointed the plaintiff Burra Thakur. The late 
Raja died on the nth of December i8q6 : and, the present Raja 
succeeded to the throne of Hill Tipp'erah as also to scheduled 
property. It appears that, by an instrument under his sign 
manual and the seal of his State, dated the 8th of February 1899, 
the Raja appointed and constituted the present defendant his 
Juhraj^ and caused the said appointment to be notified to the 
officers of the state for their information and guidance, and to be 
communicated to the Government of India. The plaintiff 
objected to this appointment : and challenges its validity, alleging 
(hat the defendant is illegitimate. It appears that on the 9th of 
Juft i89q, he memorialized the Government of Bengal against 
such appointment, but unsuccessfully. The Government 
Bengal rejected the plaintiff's memorial. In these circumstances 
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the plaintiff ihftituted tlie present suit on the 9th of March 1904 . ^ . 0 ?^* 

in the Subordinate Judge’s Court of Alipur and asked for the 1908 , 

declaration I have stated. 

The defeflee i? that the piesent Ruler of the 

Sgverei^i Stafe of Hill Tipperah whose succession to 4 hat State 
(icfacto et dejinc has been recognised by the Government of 
British Jndi^ and that as such So\eieign Prince, the said Raja 
holds and by fight of his succession to*the throne of tl^e said • 

State, enjoys, as part of his royal possessions, the properties 
specifies^ and described in the schedule to the plaint, the said 
Raja’s title to the throne ^f Hill Tippeiah and to his Royal 
possession both withtmt and within British India Terii^ory being 
on^ and the same, and the latter an appanage to the said throne 
following the course of succession thereto The defendant also^ 
alleges, and this is not disputed, that the British Government has, 
as paramount power, confened a upon the present Raja 

affirming his absolute freedom in the choice of his own Jnhraj 
or successor to the Raja and /emindaries and other property in 
British India which appertain thereto and are held therewith, and 
that after the receipt of tlie Sanad, the saief Raja has* by a 
Ruhakari the 22nd of J^ly 1004 contirmed the appointment 
of the defendant as his Jubraj or immediate successor. The 
defendant’s case further is that, each reigning Raja is, after his, . 
succession to the throng, empowered of his own absolute and free*^ 
choice to nominate and appoint a member of the Royal family 10*^12 "f 

be his owif ipimediate successor under the title and designation^ ^ 

of yubr<ij\ who, on such nomination and tippointment, becomesO 
entitled to and does, if alive on the death of the Raja by whom 
he was so appointed, succeed to the Crown and kingdom of 
Hill Tipperah and, with such kingdpm, to the royal possessions 
^thereof, whe|Be<^ situate in HHI Tipperah or British India, includ- 
ing the^schedijed property. There appears to be no doubt even 
upon the plaintiffs own plaint that the scheduled property forms 
part of the royal possessions of the Hill Tipperah Raj, and follows 
the succession to the Raj. It is further ‘alleged by the defendant, 
though it has not b^en proved, that the Raja in the exercise of Jiis 
sove/eign rights, on the 30th of June 1900, for reason^of State, 
cancfelled^the appointment of the plaintiff as Bara Thakuj;. 

The Subordinate Judge has dismissed the suit, holding in 
effect that it is not competent for him to go into the question of 
tMfe dghts of succession in the Hill Tipperah Raj. The plaintiff 
has appealed. 
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It is not disputed by the defendant that** ‘the scheduled 
property by reason of its being situated within British Territory 
is subject to its Territorial Law aflfecting the same. But his 
contention is that tlie Courts in British India cannot go into the 
question of the right of succession to the Raj. Although tjie 
prayer of the plaint is as I have statgd^ the Feal object of the suit 
is to set aside the appointment by the present Ra^, d^ted the 
8th qf February 1899, of the defendant as hfs *Juhraj. It is 
difficult to see how sflch a question can be dealt with by the 
Subordinate Judge at Alipur or by any Court in Britf^h India. 
The appointment of the defendant was an act of State by a 
Sovereign Prince, and when it is once estaUlshed in this suit that 
this appointment has been made, it is difficult to see hovv^^he 
flower Court could have gone into the question of the validity of 
that appointment, and, least of all, in the aj)sence of the Raja 
who is not a party to the suit, and who is most interested in 
maintaining the validity of the appointment of his son, the 
defendant, as Jnhraj, If he had been made a party to the suit, 
he would presumably have demurred to the jurisdiction. In our 
opinfon the Cotirt at Alipur had no jurisdiction to decide who is 
the Jnhraj of the Foreign State of Hill Tipperah. It has not 
been disputed that Hill Tipperah is a Sovereign State, in that 
it governs itself without dependence on any foreign power. The 
right of the Raja to appoint the defendant has been recognized 
by the Sanad of the Viceroy and Governor General of India dated 
, the 2 1st of June 1904, in which it .vas declared that the Chief of 
the Hill Tipperah Siate for the time being might, from time to 
time, and at any time, nominate and constitute any male member 
of the family descended * * # ♦ through males 

from him or any male ancestor of his, to be his Juhraj or 
successor to the Chiefship. No doubt in sevei*i' cases — and^ 
reference may be made especially to the case of Neel Knsto Deb 
Burmono v. Beer Chunder Thaktir and others (1), the parties 
interested did, at the instance of the Government of India, 
leave it to the British ^Courts to decide, from tfme to time the 
question of the right of succession to this Rai. But in all these 
cases thf^ parties interested submitted to the jurisdiction of the 
Court, and the question of jurisdiction was, apparently, never 
raised. In the case of Neel Kristo Deb Burmono v. Beer Chundet 
Tkakur (1), their Lordships of the Judicial Committee say this 
(pages 534-535). The Rajah of Tipperah though in respcctfto 
(1) (l8Sd) ISM.I. A.m 



ttlGH CO0Bt, 


VIII.] ^ 


« 15 ^ 


these lands sifbject to the laws and Courts of British India^ is in . 
fact an independant prince with a considerable territory known as 
the Tipperah Hills, and as the title to the zemindary and to the 
Raj is the same, the dispute respecting tfie former involves a 
question of the right of •succession to the Musnud or»Throne of 
the independent Principality'. The respondent, Beer Chunder 
Thakur^ has^ been acknowledged by the British Government 
as de facto sbvVeign ^of Tipperah, but *this acknovvlec^ment • 
has be^n regarded in the Court below ^s determining nothing 
more than his present and actual possession of the Throne, and 
their Lordships will deal with the question between tl?e parties 
as if the litigation* were between two ordinary subjects of the 
crown upon a disputed title to lands with the jurisdiction of the 
Indian Courts.” And later on at page 543 they say this^: 

“ This contest is jn truth a contest as to the title to reign ; a 
matter, rather of State policy than one proper for Judicial deci- 
sion.” That case is no authority for the proposition that if the 
question of jurisdiction is raj^ed, the Courts in British India 
have an3i right to decide the question as to who is entitled to 
succeed to the Raj of a foreign sovereign State.* In the (fase of 
Beer Chunder Manikkya v.# Raj Coomar Nobodeep Chunder Deb 
BurmonoJ^i)y the Judges say ‘‘ We further observe that for our 
Courts to entertain the plaintiff’s suit and declare him Jubraj^ 
woqjd, if operative at all, have the effect of annulling the 
Maharaja’s appointment of his own son as Jubrnf ; but this 
appointment f^vas an act of ifbvereignty performed by the Maha- 
raja in his own territory, and, as sudi, it clearly cannot be 
questioned or set aside by the Courts of British Indid. Under 
the circumstances we do not think that this claim could be 
entertained by our Courts.” 

As ha^Iready befjti pointed out, the real object of this suit 
is to iset asWe the appoii^ment by the present Rajah of the 
defendant, his son, as fubraj and successor, and the question 
here ^s pracdcally the same«as that which was dealt with in the 
case last cited. The passage quoted applies to the present case 
and we adopt it* • 

• For these reasons the appeal must fail. • 

Apart howeva* from this, there are other difficulties in the 
path of the appellant. It is contended for the respondent that 
^no such declaration as is asked for can properly be made under 
section 42 of the Specific Relief Act. The plaintiff has no 
* * (1) (1883) I. L. B. 0 Calc. 53S. 
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.present interest ; he may never have any interest m the Raj or 
the property. Even assuming the appointment of the defendant 
as Jiihraj to be invalid, the plaintiffs’ interes^in the Raj and in 
the scheduled property is contingent upon his^ surviving the 
present Rajah : and, it has not been serteusly pressed that he h 
entitled to the affirmative portion of the 'declaration sought. 
But it is contended that he is entitled to the negaclve portion, 
• namely that the defendant has no right of siicc’ession to the 
scheduled property. If the view expressed above that the 
Court has no jurisdiction to go into the question of thr succes- 
sion to the Raj be sound, it is scarcely necessary to discuss this 
point. our opinion a person cannot sue for a declaration of 
his right unless he has an existing right, and a mere contingent, 
right which may never ripen into an actual existing right is not 
sufficient to ground an action for such a declaration. As regards 
that part of the declaration that, the .defendant has no right 
of succession thereto,” the plaintifT's case is that the defendant 
is illegitimate, and so could not b^e pioperly appointed Juhraj, 
We do not think that a declaration, dependent upon such an 
issue, 'ought to "he now made at the instance of the plaintiff 
who, should he die during the life of the present Rajah could gain 
no advantage, even if the issue were decided in his favour : and, 
in the exercise of the Judicial discretion which is vested in the 
Court under the section, we should not be disposed to make 
any such declaration : nor do we think that such a declaration can 
properly be made in the absence di the Rajah, \/ho is deeply 
interested in the question. But this question really becomes 
immaterial in view of the opinion expressed above upon the 
question of jurisdiction. 

The appeal is dismissed with costs. 

• . Cu 

Rampini J.— I agree. 

Brett J , — I agree. 


Mitra J. — t agree with the learned Chief Justice. 

Doss J. — The points in controversy between the parties are 
chiy.fly questions of law, of unusual importance^ and somewhat 
difficult to. solve, but the facts which raise them are few and 
undisputed, and they lie in a narrow compass. ‘ 

Chakla Roshanabad lying on the eastern borders of Eastern 
Bengal and comprising an area of 589 square miles is held by 
the Raja of Hill Tipperah as an ordinary aemindary uAder 
British Government, and paying a certain amount of^revenue 
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fixed at the time of the permanent settlement of Bengal. (Se^* 
Aitchison’s Treatise Ed. 1876, Vol. I» p. iot, Hunter's Statistical 
Account) Vol^ VI) 460). The Raja also ojvns a residential house 
in the sjiburb^of Calcutta. 

• The Raj family of l 5 ill Tipperah is governed by Hindu Law, 
except in so far as that laW) as regards inheritance) is modified 
by the JinlJfhar or family custom) under \^hich the reigning Raja 
nominates and appoints from among the legitimate members of^ 
his faniily his two next successors, the first being styled Jubtaj 
and thc^second Bara’Thakuj^ ^ 

In accordance ^with this ciislom Maharaja Bir Chunder 
Deb Barman in the year 1870 appointed his eldest aon Radha 
4 Cfshore Deb Barman as JubaraJ and in the year 1878 his 
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second son, the plaintiff, as Bara Thakur. • 

On the death of Maharaja Bir Chunder Deb Barman, Radha • 
Kishore Deb Barman, the ynharaj\ became the Raja, and he on 
the 8th February 1899, under a rnhakari of that date, appointed 
the defendant Birendra Kishoi« Deb Barman as Juhraj. There- 
upon the present plaintiff submitted a memoriaj to the Govern- 
ment of India, claiming that the nomination of defendant as 
Jubaraj was illegal, and thSt he himself should be promoted to 
that rank.# This memorial was rejected by Government and its 
ordes was communicated to the present Raja on the 8th Decem- 
ber >902. 

On the^ 9th March 1904, plaintiff brought the present suit, 
alleging that Ae defendant Ts not the legitimate son of the Raja, 
and submitting that the appointment of the defendant TA jubaraj 
(a fact which he denied) if made, is invalid, and asked for a 
declaration that according to the kulachar or custom of this Raj 
family, and ^ virtue of his ippoiiltment as Bara Thakur, plain- 
tiff is entitled to the •succession to the scheduled properties 
(these Ifeing pToperties situated in British India and referred to 
above^ from and after the demise of the Raja, and that the 
defendant has po right of succession thereto. 

On the 2 1st June 1904 (i>. more than three months after 
the institution of this suit) the Government of India granted a 
sanhd to the present Raja, with the object, as thereiif stated, of 
removing all doubts* as to the rule of succession to the chiefship 
of the State of Hill Tipperah, and the ownership of the zemin- 
caries and the other property in British India, appertaining 
thereto, and declaring inter alia^ “ That the chief of the said 
State fbr the time being may^ from time to tline, and at any 
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•time, nominate and constitute, any male mem&er of the • saicT 
family, descended through males, from him or any male ancestor 
of his, to be his Jttharaj or successors to the said chiefship.’^ 

Upon receipt of Aiis sanaci^ the Raja onithe 22nd July 1904, 
confirmed •the appointment of defendant as Jubaraj\ i.e?^ as hjs 
successor. The Court below has held that as the scheduled 
properties, even *if situated in British India, form* th^ public 
oproper^ty of a foreign Sovereign, the Courts in British India have 
no jurisdiction to entertain this suit. It has further held that 
the suit cannot proceed in the absence of the Raja, and^that the 
plaintiff Is not entitled to a declaration of the nature he has 
asked for.^ It has accordingly dismissed thd present suit without 
trying the other issues raised in the case. 

From this judgment the plaintiff has appealed. 

It has not been disputed by the learned vakil for the respon- 
dent that the municipal Courts have jurisdiction to entertain a 
suit in regard to land situated in British India, even if it be 
owned by a foreign sovereign, as the property of the State of 
which he is the sovereign. The law on this point is ^oo firmly 
settled to be questioned now. See The Chatkich (i). Halls’ Int. 
Law 5th Ed., page 171, and the authorities cited therein ; Bar’s 
Private Int. Law, translated by Gillespie, (2nd Ed.)^ pages 910 
and 1113. 

But it has been contended that, even supposing that the 
municipal Courts have jurisdiction in a case of this kind, yet 
when the question is one of successrjn to the property on the 
demise of the owner,* such owner being a foreign sovereign, 
the law which the Courts must administer and give effect to, 
in order to determine who the next successor is, is the foreign 
law (the law regulating succession to the chiefship of the foreign 
state), qua foreign law. I confess I feel some difficiif* y in follow- 
ing this argument. When the qnestion relates to title to 
immovable property (and succession is only a mode of acquiring 
title), the only law which the municipal Courts can administer 
is the lex stlus^ and in alVthe decided cases relating to succession 
to Chakla Roshanabad ever since 1809, the ^Courts in British 
India (if J.have been able to rightly apprehend the judgment of 
the Privy Council in Neelkisto Deb Burmotio v. Beer Chunder 
Thakoor (2), have invariably administered the personal law of 
the Hindus modified by kulachar or custom of the Rsg 
Family of Hill Tipperah, just as in the case of other impartible 

U) OW) L. B. 4 Ad. and Soc. 59 aS97. (9) (IBeu) 12 M. Jl. A. 528. 
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zemindaries situated in British India (similarly governed in • Omki, , 

matters of succession by local or family custom), not as a law 1908. 

jof the foreign state but as a branch of the laws of British India, sJmai^iiaUohaiidim^ 
that custom derived its force and validity as such law by Deb Barman Bum 
vktue of judicial authentitation. But even assuming •that this 
contention is correct, it does not help the respondent in this 
case, bec«use"lt does not follow from it that in a case of disputed 
succession, tKe ^municipal Courts are not to administer the law • 
and determine who has the preferential right to succeed, accord- 
ing to that law, but rfierely t^ register the decree, so to speak, of 
the foreign sovereign, however opposed to such law in any 
individual case the aecree might be ; and indeed nothing short 
of this, as it seems to me, would meet the exigencies of this 
contention. The appointment of defendant as Jubaraj by the# 
reigning Rajah cannot be placed on a higher footing than a 
decree by him to that effect, for if it be regarded as an Act of 
State exercised by the Rajah, its operation cannot be extended 
beyond the limits of Hill Tipp^ah. 

It ha» next been contended that by reason of the rejection 
by Government of the memorial of the plaintiff and the grant 
of the sanad after suit, presertbing the mode of future succession 
to the Chi^fship of the State and the ownership of the zemin- 
darie^ and the other property in British India, the Courts in 
Britiiji India are precluded from adjudicating the validity or 
Dtherwise of the appointment of defendant as Jnbraj or rather 
as the next *si«:cessor to thef ownership of the zemindaries or 
3ther property in British India, as well in a properly framed suit, 
tsking for appropriate consequential relief to which the*plaintiff 
night otherwise be legitimately entitled, e. g.^ in a suit in 
jjectment, as in a suit for a mere declaratory decree. 

To my 4Rihd, this contention raises a serious question of 
onstitutional few, namely, wjiether the State, in the exercise of 
ts executive functions, can settle a question of disputed succession 
o lancl fencing part of its territory, and thereby oust the 
nunicipal Courts of their jurisdiction to decide it, without 
ncroaching qpon j^s legislative functions, or derogating from jts 
^gislative powers. • 

But as the determination of this question is not absolutely 
ssential to the decision of this case, I abstain from discussing, 
r expressing any opinion on it. I rest my judgment in the 
resent case on the sole ground that, regard being had to its 
lature, plaintiff is*not entitled to the declaration asked for. < 
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'which a decree has been made in a mortgage suit in which 
Srimati Tarangini was defendant, and to have it declared that 
she has no right in those properties and that Jhey ajre not liable 
to be sold by auction under the decree. The siyt was decreed 
in the first "Court, and that decision was upheld on appeal The 
case* is now before us on second appeal, and several points have 
been argued of which however I need notice onlv ^ne,®namely 
*that the property is not debutter. If the appellant succeeds in 
this contention as I am o? opinion that he must, the pl|intifrs 
case fails jnd this appeal must succeed. c 

The debutter if validly constituted is created by an arpanna- 
mah executed by Tarangini Dasee on the 14 Kartik 1303, {29 
October 1895). By this she recites that her husband died affer 
making a will in her favour, that she has taken out probate of 
the will, that she has been duly performing sheba of her hus- 
band’s ancestral idols, and that she h^s installed an idol named 
Luxmi Janardan Jiu in her house, and now wishes to make pro- 
visions for its worship. She then cletails certain properties which 
she has received under her husband’s will including the property 
now in question, and assigns their income to the support of the 
idol, The question is whether undef the terms of her husband’s 
will she had power to make this dedication. The (intents of 
the will so far as they affect this question are as follows : ,The 
testator recites that he had wished to take a son in adoption for 
offering cakes and water to his ancestors and himself. He then 
makes his wife “malik in rightful possession ”or “Inalik entitled 
to ownership” of certain property, including that in dispute. 
There then follow provisions as follows. First out of the income 
of the properties demised she shall perform the sheba and 
certain festivals for the family 'idol. ^ Secondly ‘^ou will be able 
if you wish to endow (i>. dedicate) any property %r the sheba 
and ceremonies etc. of the said idol” at least as fai^as the •income 
is concerned. Thirdly ^‘if for any reason it becomes necessary 
for you to sell or make a gift *0! those propertjes” shp may. 
Fourthly she may adopt a son, during his minority she is to 
remain in possession of the properties left by dthe testator, and 
perform ^he acts mentioned, and ‘‘after the son has attained^the 
age of majority, you shall make over the 'properties ‘to him. 
‘‘ Fifthly after the testator’s death you, on becoming malik in 
possession of all the properties left by me shall take a son in 
adoption (or by taking a son in adoption), and the said adOpt^ 
son and his heirs shall hold and enjoy the proper ties.** 
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The bequest to the wife as malik is no doubt in terms sufficient * 
to confer on her powers wide enough to enable her to dedicate 
the property as she purported to dedicate it. But we must 
consider the efrect o?i it of the provisions* that I have distin- 
guished *by numbers. The first I have no doubt must be read as 
a derogation from the completeness of the gran^ conferied, and 
operates tas # charge on the property, certainly as long as it is in 
Tarangini’s Ifatfds, for the benefit of the family idol. .It is • 
suggested to us on behalf of the respondent that it is merely a 
pious direction sanctioned by the injunction that “failing to 
perform these you shall fall from the path of religion ; ” this 
reading seems to m*e however to be contrary to the.form and 
inc4>nsistent with the purpose of the will. The second provision 
enabling the devisee to dedicate property to “the said idol” is. 
superfluous if the previous bequest to her was absolute, and the 
same remark applies to . the third provision enabling her to 
sell the property in case of necessity. The fourth and fifth 
provisions, especially when /eacl with the recital of the 
testator’s wish to adopt a son, amount substantially if not 
in words to a direction to adopt and looking to the ultimate 
bequest to the adopted son aifd his sons, it is quite impossible 
to maintaiq that any absolute devise was made to Tarangini. 
Under these circumstances I must hold that she took a 
limitqji estate under tfie will, that as far as the will is con- 
cerned her powers of alienation were confined to the dedication 
of property for«the benefit of ^he ancestral idol and the alienation 
of the property in case of necessity. Consequently the dedica- 
tion that she has made, to her own idol, is invalid, and fhe pro- 
perty in suit is not debiitter. The foundation of the plaintiff’s 
case thus fails, and the decrees in the lower Courts must be set 
aside. Lookifi^, however, to the facts as found by the lower 
Courts particulsMfly that the mortgagee knew, that he was dealing 
with property that was the subject matter of what purported to 
be a dedication, and that the mortgage was not bona fide and for 
consideration, we do not consider that lie is entitled to his costs 
in this appeal.^ Wg, therefore, make no order as to the costs^of 
this appeal, but the plaintiff must pay the defendants his^ costs in 
the Courto below. • • 

Mookeiji J. , — ^The subject matter of this litigation consists 
of certain immovable properties which formed part of the estate 
left by one Mohendra Nath Chowdhuri, who died on the ayth 
January i 836 . He* had previously made a testamentary disposi- 
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* tion of his properties on the 22nd January i886. Under the 
will the testator appointed his widow Tarangini Dasi as Executrix. 
On the 29th October 1895, the widow ded^atedjthe properties 
now in dispute to Thakur Luxmi Janardan Jiu (.established by 
herself, On the 6th August 1899, the widow executed a mort- 
gage of the same* properties in favour of the present appellant, 
and thus dealt with tfie properties apparently in^he? character as 
executrix to the estate of her husband. The mortgagee subse- 
quently instituted a suit to enforce his security and on the 23rd 
October ^ 903, a decree was made by#<:onsent on the basl^ of the 
mortgage. The decree-holder took out execution and in the 
course o^ the execution proceedings, Tarangini preferred an 
objectiofi that the properties could not be followed in execu^^on 
5 of a personal decree against her as they had been previously 
dedicated and constituted a complete dehuttcr. This objection 
was over-ruled and execution was directed to proceed on the 
19th September 1904. On the day following, Tarangini in her 
character as shebait of Thakur Lmcmi Janardan Jiu commenced 
the present actiqn for declaration that the disputed' properties 
had been validly dedicated to the Thakur and that they were 
consequently not liable to be sold at auction on account of her 
own debts. The Courts below have concurrently made a decree 
in favour of the plaintiff. The defendant| has now appealed to 
this Court and on his behalf the decision of the learned District 


Judge has been assailed substantially on two grounds : pamely,yfr^/^, 
that the suit is barred under the provisions of section 244, Civil 
Procedqre Code and secondly ^ that upon a true construction of 
the will of Mohendra Nath, his widow had no authority to dedicate 
the properties in question to the Thakur. After a careful consi* 
deration of the arguments which o have been addressed to us or 
both sides, I am of opinion that the first contention must b^ 
over-ruled but that the second must prevail. 

In support of the first branch of his argument, the learner 
Vakil for the appellant l^as place'd reliance upon the cases of Be^ 
Raj Marwari v. Kundali Debya ( i) Rangan Pattar v. Lakshmi (i 
Rhmanathan v. Levvai (3) and MarivitHl Mathu Amma ^ 
PathramKunmtCherukot^^. The learned vakil for the appellan 
howevdr, could not dispute that although some of the cases relie 
upon by him lay down the principle that an objection by a defe 
dant judgment-debtor that the immovable property attached^ 


(I) (1902) 8 0. W. H. 353. 
m (lOOS) 14 M. U J. R. 187. 


[3) (1898) I. li. a. 23 Mad. 196. 
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execution of a Jf^ree is not his private property and that he is in. 
possession thereof as a trustee falls within the scope of section 244, 
Civil Procedure Code ; the contrary view has been maintained in 
the cases of Shajaffari Pal v. Ram Lai DSs (i), Ram Krishna v. 
IjfohuntPadma Charan (2) and Sankaralinga v, Kandasami (3). It is 
not necessary, however, in the present instance to consider which 
of the C4)nflieting rules laid down in the two series of cases to which 
reference has*b^en made is well founded od principle and is consis-« 
tent with the provisions of section Civil Procedure Code, 

because^in my opinion none of the cases is directly applicable to 
the circumstances of the present litigation. The decisfons relied 
upon were of cases oT execution of decrees for money whereas 
the case before us is one of execution of a mortgage decree. 
As was pointed out by this Court in the case of Khetra Pal 
Shyama Prosad{^^ section 2.^4 has no application to a case where 
the judgment-debtor tries to set aside the effect of the decree 
itself. In the case of a mortgage decree, the decree itself directs 
the sale of the property anjJ if objection is taken that the 
property .cannot be sold because it belonged not to the 
judgment-debtor but to a party who is a ‘stranger to the 
suit, the propriety of the decree itself is called in question. 
Obviously^ a question of this description must be tried in a 
regular suit and not in the execution proceedings which are 
base^ on the assumption that the decree is a good and valid 
decree. It may further be observed that there is no substance 
in the objedticMi taken by tht* appellant, for as the Court in which 
the present suit has been instituted is the X^ourt which is com- 
petent to execute the decree, and as no question of limitation 
arises the objection would be successfully met if the plaint was 
treated as an application under section 244 Civil Procedure Code, 
on the principle explained by Sir Richard Couch in Purmes- 
suree Pershad%\\ Jankec Kwcr (5) and since then repeatedly 
follo^^ed in this and other Courts ; {Biru Mahata v. Shyama 
Chum J[6)). The first objection taken on behalf of the appellant 
can not consequently be sustained. 

The second gjjpund upon which the propriety of the decisjpn 
of the Courts below is challenged turns upon the comstruction 
of the Will of Mehendranath and the point in controversy 
^ between the parties is, whether under the testamentary instru* 

m 6 C. W. N. es. (4) (1901) I. L. R. 82 Calc. 265. 

(21 {imi 6 C. W. N. 663. (6) (1872) 19 W. R. 90. 

|3Kl207U7AI«>*l*B^-334il.L.R.301iad413..(ei (1895) I. L. R. 22 CUo. 483. 
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•is used a second time. In that clause, the widow » (hade “malik” 
and owner of all the properties left by the testator ; at the same 
time, in the event of an adoption, the testator directs that the 
adopted son with hiS sons and grandsons Is heirs in succession 
shall hold and enjoy the properties ; this obviously cdnveys^a 
heritable and alienable estate to the adopted.son and is inconsis- 
tent with the theory that the widow also takes an abs(^|utejinterest. 
•If we, look, therefore^ to all the clauses of the Will as we must 
and give effect to all the clauses, ignoring none as redundant or 
contradictory, there is ample indication in the context to^Sisplace 
the presumption of absolute ownership implied in the word 
“ malik ” ,and to justify the conclusion that the gift in favour 
of the widow must be cut down to something less than a &ill 
proprietary right with power of alienation. The testator 
expressly authorised the widow to dedicate properties for the 
maintenance of the family idol but he does not appear to have 
contemplated the possibility of installation of another idol by the 
widow and the dedication of his properties for the purposes of an 
idol so consecrated. We are consequently driven to t^he conclu- 
sion that the pfoperties the title to which is now in controversy 
were not validly dedicated and th^t the dedication which is the 
foundation of the present action must be treated as an unauthor- 
ised alienation. The result therefore is that the title on the 
basis of which this action was commenced‘’entirely fails and the 
suit must consequently be dismissed. 

The appeal is allowed, and thet decree of the^Court below is 
discharged with costs to the successful defendant to the extent 
indicated in the judgment of my learned brother. 


Appeal allowed. 
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Bejore the fftmhle B. JF, Rampini^ Acting Chief Justice and 
Mr. Justice Ryves. 



ASMATUNNESSA KHATUN SAHEBA and others 
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% »’• 

, " HARENORA LAL BISWAS.* 

Occupancy /wldiny, Hon*tra?iJt/crablc, mortgage o/-^LamUonh^ purchaser in 
ex€cut>iou money-decree^ tf can qtusfion the trans/eribility-—J'Jstoppcl-^ 
Ertdence Act^(I of 1S7'2), Sec. //J, tf c%hausttve — Trans/enbilif y, ® 
question of. . • 

o 

The landlords of a non-transfcrabic occupancy holding', who purchascil 
the holding at a sale held in execu?ion of a money decree, can lesitil the claim 
of the mortgagee of the s^id holding on the ground of its non-transfcribility 
without their consent. The English law of mortgage is not applicable to 
Ruch**a case. 

The law of estoppel in force in Inrlia is contained in section 115oftho» 
Evidence Act. 

The question of transferibilit}’ properly arises in such a case 
Ayenuddni Aaiya v Srtsh Chandra ( 1) «listinguislicd. 

The dictum in the case approved. 


• Civil, 
1908, 

• May, 22; 27. 


AppeaJ by the Defendants G to 11. 

8uit to enforce a mortpjage l>ond by sale of hon-transferablo 
occupancy jotes. 


The fac^iS of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the ji^dgment. ^ 

J^abus Mahcndra Nath Roy and Girija Provniiio Roy 
Choivdhnry for the Appellants. 

Dr. Rash^Bchary Ghosc^ and Babn Halt Ch avail Sarkcl for 
the Respondent. * c. a. v. 

The judgment of tiic Court i.s as follows : 

This appeal arises out of a suit brought by a mortgagee to 
realise his dejjt^ by the sale •of the mortgaged property. The 
mortgaged property uiffortunately for the mortgagee consists of 
4 non-transferaole occupancy jbtes. 

The low^r appellate Court has found that the defendants 6 
to II, Nvho are the purchasers of^ the jot^s at a sale held in exe- 
cution of a money decree and who are also the landlords of the 
jotes are estopped from pleading that the jotes are not transflr- 
able. It has therefore given the plaintiff a decree. * 

The defendants 6 to 1 1 appeal. They contend firstly tHat they 

• i^peal from AppelUte Decree No. 1031 of 1906, against the decree of 

efoutts Ksq.. District Judge of Faridpore, dated the 5th March 190tJ, 
aflTrming that of Baba Pama Chandra Chowdhry, Additional Subordinate 
Judge of Faridpore, dated the 29th August 1905. 

• (1) (1906) 11 C. W. N.76. 
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• never represented that the jotes were transferable”^ without their 
consent and secondly^ that their conduct in no way amounted to an 
estoppel. 

The facts are tkat in 1894 the defendants 6 to ii sold the 4 
jotes in execution of a money decree. The jotes were ^urcha^ed 
by one Banwari Lai Ghose, who however did not take possession. 
He re* sold the jotes to the former tenants who apparently 
obtained the money to buy them back from the father of the 
plaintiff, to whom they 'Mortgaged the jotes on the 21st Septem- 
ber 1898 ; subsequently, the defendants 6 to 1 1 again ‘sold the 
jotes in execution of a money decree, obtained by one Mahim 
Chandra , Shaha, who had a money decree against the tenants. 
The defendants 6 to ii attached this decree, executed it .and 
, themselves became the purchasers. 

The District Judge says : ‘‘ In this case they were appearing 
not in the character of landlord, but as ordinary purchasers and 
in order to realise their dues they sold up the jotes. By doing 
so, they raised the presumption that the holding was transferable. 
Having done so and got their relief, I do not think they can 
now come forward in another capacity and say that the holding 
is not transferable.’^ 

The learned pleader for the appellants contends that the 
defennants 6 to 1 1 never represented that the jotes were transfer- 
able without their consent. By selling them, they represented 
only that they were transferable with their consent. 

He further urges that they bought the jotes in May and July 
1899, and the plaintiff^s mortgage was executed on the 21st 
September 1898 ; so there was no estoppel in pais. 

We must admit the force of these arguments. Dr. Rash 
Behary Ghose for the respondents replies that the provisions of 
section 1 1 5 of the Evidence Act are not exhaustive, that accord- 
ing to English Law, the defendants by their purchase in 1899, 
only purchased what the mortgagors had to sell, viz^ the equity 
of redemption, and that they are therefore now In the place of 
the mortgagors, and so can not in equity resist; the claim of the 
iqortgagee, and finally on the strength of a ruling reported in 
11 C. W. N 76 that the question of transferability does not 
arise in this case. He further urges as a cross objection that the 
plaintiff has a mortgage over the 16 annas of, the jotes and not 
over only a 9 annas 4 pies share in them. 

We are of opinion that the English Law of mortgage 
is not applicable to this case. The law of estoppel m forcd in 
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this country is contained in section 115 of the Evidence Act. * Omh , 
The appellants are clearly not estopped from pleading and 1906 « 

proving, as they have done, that the jot es are not transferable * AsmatanaeMa 

without their ^consent. That being so, the plaintiffs mortgage Khatua Saheba 

is^f no avail. The case’of Ayemtddin Nasya v. S^vish Chandra ^Haremlra Lai 
Banerfee (i) on which the learned pleader for, the respondent Biawy . 

relies hasino application to this case. In that case, the contest 
was between *a ^mortgagee and the purchasers of jotes* sold 
at the Jnstance of certain co-sharer landlords, who bought 
only th^ right, title and interest of the tenant. None of the 
landlords were parties to the suit. The facts of the present 
case are entirely different. But in that case it 4 s said : 

“ No doubt if the question was between the assignee of the 
interest of Dharmodas, the tenant,” (as is the case in the present * 
suit) “ and the landlord, the plaintiff could not recover without * > 

proving that they were transferable according to custom and 
usage.” So that according to this dictum the question of the 
transferability of the jotes does arise in this case ; we must, * 

therefore, ckcree this appeal, which we accordingly do with costs. 

The cross appeal only arises if the appeal is unsuccessful. When 
we hold that the plaintiff h not entitled to anything, it is 
immaterial jvhat share of the jotes he would have a right to, if 
his mortgage had been valid. 

TJie cross appeal is, therefore, dismissed. 

A. T. M. ^ Appeal allowed ; Cross appeal dismissed. 

(I) (1906) 11 C. W. K 76. - 


Before Mr, Justice Woodroffe and Mr, Justice Coxe. 

MiDNAPORE ZEMINDARI Co. Ltd., 

. ' «'• 

GOBINDA MAllTO and others, * 

’yivil Procedure €fode (Act XIV of 188^), Sections 440^ 443 — Be presentation of 
mino^ plaxntiff^Leave of Court — Oertifioatcd guardian not appointed^ 
Compromise — Court to decide^ for benefit of minors. 

Where the mdther of a minor is allowed by the Court to act for }ier son, ft 
s a fliir iDference that she was appointed guardian by the Court, eren 
bough ther^is no formal order in the record, so appointing her. " 

Where die Court acts in contravention of Section 443, Civil Procedure 

Appeal from Appellate Decree Ko. 105S of 190.5 against the decision of 
8andi Chandm Qhoee, Subordinate Judge, Midnapur, dated the 84th 
^ebmaiy 1905^ afBmiiog that of Baba Hanmatha Hath Uosei Hnnsiff, dated 
the 88th Septethber 1908. 
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• Cod6 and overlooking th 3 claims o! the certificated guardian appoints some- 
body else, guardian of the minor, it is a mere irregularity. 

Dammar Singh v. Pirbhu Singh (1), approved and followed. 

O O »■' 

Even though there be no order which states in so m^ny terms, that the 
Court has considered the compromise and he^d it to be for the behefit of the 
rainorSj it must be assumed, in the absence of evidgnce to the contrary, that 
the Court did its du!y in the matter. 

Appeal by the 0efeiidaat. ® • 

Suit for rent. ^ 

The necessary facts and a-guments appear from the 
judgment. 

BaJ 5 u Jogesh Chandra Roy for the Appellant. 

Babti y.oy Gopal Ghosha for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the (-ourt was delivered by 

Woodroffe J. — ^The first question which arises in this appeal 
is whether the minors were properly represented in the suit in 
which a compromise decree was passed on the 12th August 1899. 

There is no doubt that the minors must be repi;esented and 
that if they arei not represented, the decree passed in such a suit 
is liable to be set aside. 

In the present case, it is said that the minors were represent- 
ed by Badan Mani who was the mother of one of the minors, 
Uchit Mahato. Now it is quite true that there was no formal 
order in the record appointing Badan Mani ; but I think it is 
a reasonable inference from the ^documents w^icli have been 
placed before us that the Court in fact assented to the appoint- 
ment of Badan Mani as guardian. We find a reference to this 
guardian in the plaint in that suit, and in the order sheet of the 
a6th June 1899 there is an o^der directing notices to be issued 
upon the minor defendants and their guardian. ' I think it is a 
reasonable inference under the circumstances tlt^t, Ba4an Mani 
was the guardian appointed by the Court of these minors. 

But then, another objection^is taken. It is said that if Badan 
Mani was in fact appointed she ought not to have been so appoin- 
ted because Sadanund the certificated guardian of the minors 
Gobind^ and Gujiram had a preferential claim under the.. Civil 
Procedure Code. 

It may be that the Court exercising the powers it had under 
the code may have preferred to give the guardianship to Badan 
Mani rather than to Sadanund. But even if it be assumed that 
UKUK)?) 1 . L. B. as All. 200. 
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this was not time and that the Court acted in contravention of the* 
provisions of section 443, Civil Procedure Code, on overlooking 
the claims of the certificated guardian, then the question arises 
whether the ^missiSn was anything more than an irregularity. It 
has be6n so \ield to be an irregularity in a recent decision in 
Dammar Singh v. Birbhu Singh (1) and I see no reason to dissent 
from it.Jl mgy also mention in this connection that Sadanund who 
was the certificsRed guardian was a party tb this suit and tqok an« 
active part in the compromise. The conclusion at which I 
therefifre come is that the minors were represented in the suit in 
which the compromise decr& was passed. * 

Then, it has been objected that there is nothing to show 
th§t the Court considered whether or not the decree was for the 
benefit of the minors. , 

^ Here again, there is no order which states in so many terms 
that the Court has considered the matter and found that the 
compromise was for the benefit of the minors ; but we find that 
on the 8th August 1899 an order was recorded under which 
permission^ was given to compromise the case for the minor 
defendants. I think it must be assumed, in th 5 absence of any 
evidence to the contrary, that^the Court did its duty in the matter 
and was satisfied, before giving permission, that the compromise 
was for the benefit of the minors concerned. 

Then it has been ift-ged that assuming that the minors were 
represented, it is not open to them now to go into the questions 
of fraud imsqiuch as an i»ue as to the alleged fraudulent 
character of the compromise was raised and decided in the rent 
decree of the 8th September 1902 ; on the other hand it has 
been contended that this decree does not constitute res judicata^ 
that the point was not raised in either of the lower Couits. It 
is also sugg^ted that in tliat suit also the minors were not 
properlg represented. 

The point does not appear to have been considered and 
therefore the» case must be remanded to the lower appellate 
Court f 8 r the determination of the fifth**issue whether the sole- 
nama in question is fraudulent and liable to be set aside. Jn 
dete^tning this question of fraud, the Court will « consider 
whether jor not the judgment and decree in the rent^ suit of 
1892 conetitute res judicata oU'the question of fraud alleged and 
win also inquire into, and if necessary take evidence upon, the 
qifltUni whether the minors were properly represented In the 

• (1)(19()7>I. L. R.29A11.S90, 
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rent suit of 1902. For unless they were represented the decision 
cannot constitute res judicata against them. 

I think that as almost the whole of the argument in this 
appeal was directed towards the discussion of the^ point which 
has been decided adversely to the respondent, the latter oughS 
to pay half the co|t of the appeal to the appellant and the other 
half will abide the result of the suit. ® 

c * • • 

N. K. Bf Case remanded. 
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Bejorer Mr. Justice Rampini and* Mr. Justice Woodfnff'e. 

PANDIT RAKAL CHANDRA -TEWARI 

o 

V. ^ 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA IN COUNCIL.* 

t 

Ihe Bengal, N. IT. P. and Assam Civil Courts Act(XlI of 1887 ), Secs. 9, 22(2)— 
Transfer of appeal to Additional District Judge — Transfer of Property 
Act {IV of 1882), Sec. 106 — Notice to quit — Validity — Tenancy at will 
or from month to month — Cud Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), Sec, 51 
— Signature and leiijication of planet. 

Under sections 9 ami 22(2) of Act XII of 1877, the Dislncl Judge has 
jurisdiction to transfer tn ihe A<lditional District Judge any suit or appeal 
transferred by him originally to a JSubonlina'lc Judge and then withdrawn. 
Bidya Moyeo v. Surja Kanta (1) distinguished. ^ 

A plaint signed by the Collector ami a pleader, who is not the Govern- 
ment pleader but who generally acts for GovcriAnent, but verified Uy the 
Collector and the Government pleader, is properly signed and verified on'ochalf 
of the Secretary of State, even though it was signed and presented at a Sub- 
division, where the Government pleader does not ordinarily pilictise. 

y Per Btimp ini J,-— In. the absence of any evidence as to the commence- 
ment of a'teuancy or its character, it is to be presumed that the tenancy was a 
monthly tenancy expiring with the last day of the Bengali month of each year. 
A notice to quit, therefore, served on the 8th August f899 requiring the tenant 
to quit on the last day of Chaitra 1800 (I2th April 1900) was.qvite valid. 

Appeal by the defendant. 

Suit for ejectment. 

The facts and arguments <appear from the judgment of 
Rampini J. 

I Babu Nanda Lai Sarkar for the Appellam. 

Babvs Ram Charan Mitra and Stish Chandra Cherwdhury 
for the Respondent. 


• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 2407 of 1904 against the decision of 
A. E..Harward Eaq Additional District Judge, 24-Pergunnah9, dated the dOth 
June 1904, reversing that of Babu Bepin Bebari Chatterii, Muiisiif, Alipta*. 
^bited the SOtb September I90S. j 

(1) (1905) I. L. B. 32 Calc. 875. 
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The folldWlng judgments were delivered by 

Hftmpini J« — This appeal arises out of a suit brought for 
ejectment of the defendant from 2 plots of land, after notice to 
quit ; and th^e is a prayer for rent up to the date of the giving 
qf the dotice and for damages after that date. 

The caseTias been tried by the Additional District Judge of 
the Twantyfeur-Parganas, who has decreed the plaintiffs^ suit. ^ 

The defehdfint appeals to us ; and on liis behalf it is a>nten-* 
ded : ^rst^ that the Additional District J^ldge had no jurisdiction 
to try case, because the District Judge had no jurisdiction to 
transfer the case to him for trial : secondhy that the notices to 
quit are invalid : thttfilyy that the plaint was not properly verified, 
so lhat the suit was not legally instituted : fourthly y that both the 
plots in dispute are plots of agricultural land : fifthlyy that the 
petitions (Exhibits i and 2) have not been properly construed • 
by the Additional District Judge : sixthlyy that the Court had no 
jurisdiction to ascertain fair and equitable rents : and seventhlyy 
that there has been misjoinder ^of parties. 

I neejJ say nothing as to the last ground of appeal, because 
the learned pleader for the appellant has not pressed it, but has 
apparently abandoned it. • 

As regards the first ground, namely, that the Additional # § 
District Judge had no jurisdiction to try the case, I find that the ^ 
case was transferred to him for disposal on the 6th February, J 

1904. The appeal had originally been preferred to the District ^ 

Wp 

Judge who * transferred it t<f the file of the Subordinate Judge. A c ] 
Then it was retransferred to the file of the District Judge, wh# ^ ^ 
made it over for disposal to the Additional District Judge on thv S .5 ^ 
date already mentioned. The pleader for the appellant conten^ 5 " * ’ "" 

on the authority of the case of Bidya Moyee Debya Chowdht^ 
rani v. Sutfa fCeinta Acharji (i), that the District Judge had 
jurisdiction to .transfer to the Additional District Judge am 
particular case pending before himself. He says that, under 
section 8 of Aet XII of 1887, the JDi strict Judge had power only to 
assign certain functions to the Additioftal District Judge, that is 
to say, that he could transfer to him particular classes of casts, 
but pould not transfer to him any particular case for •decision. 

I am unable to accede to this view of the matter. It would 
appear to me that the District Judge can assign any function to 
the Additional District Judge in one case, as in many, or in any 
partkylar class of cases ; and it would also appear to me that the 
• * ( 1 ) < 1906 ) I h. n. 32 Calc. 879 . 
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• learned Judges who decided the case of Bufya JH^oyee v. Surfa 
Kania (i), did not decide the question as to whether a District 
Judge can transfer to an Additional District Judge any case. 

All that they said was that it was extremely doubtful whether it 
was right to do so. However, that observation would appdkr to me 
to be merely an obiter dictum^ because what the Judges in that 
case had to decide, and did decide was whether the District 
^ Judge, having tried 'an appeal and heard all the arguments and 
merely reserved Judgment, was, or was not justified in transferr- 
ing such a case to the Additional District Judge for disposal, and 
they decided that he was not. liut, however this may be, it 
seems to^ me that the matter is settled* by the provisions of 
section 9 and section 22, sub section 2, of Act XII of 1887. In 
^section 9 of Act XII of 1887 it is said, that subject to the 
superintendence of the High Court, the District Judge shall have 
administrative control over all the Civil Courts under this Act 
within the local limits of his jurisdiction.” 

Now, it is clear that the Court of the Additional District 
Judge is a Civil Court within the local limits of the District 
Judge. Then, under sub-section 2 of section 22, it is said that 
the District Judge may withdraw any appeal so transferred, 
(that is, so transferred, to the Subordinate Judge) and either 
hear it himself or transfer it to a Court under his adminstrative 
control for disposal. Now, that was exactly what was done in 
this case. The appeal was first transferred to the Subordinate 
Judge, then withdrawn by the District Judge froiji the file of the 
Subordinate Judge and, finally made over to the Additional 
District Judge for disposal ; and the Additional District Judge’s 
Court is a Court under the District Judge’s administrative control 
competent to dispose of such an appeal. There was, therefore, 
no want of jurisdiction on the part of the Additional District 
Judge in this case. 

The next ground of appeal is that the notices were invalid. 
Now, the notices to quit in this case were dated 25th July 1899. 
They were served on the defendant on the 8fh August 1899 » 
and they desired the defendant to quit on the last day of the 
month ^ Choit 1306 ( 12th April 1900). The lands in dispute 
in thi^ case have been held to be non-agricuitural lands, to which 
the proviuons of the Transfer of Property Act apply. They are, 
therefore, not lands let for agricultural or manufacturing purposes 
jmd they accordingly come under the provisions of sectloti I06 

(t) (leoe) t h. g. aa Oslo. 878* 



UOH OOUKT. 


ViiL. VIUJ 


and are lands It^d on leases from month to month, which are . 
terminable on the part either of the lessor or the lessee by 15 
days notice, expiring with th« end of a month of the tenancy. 
Now the notices ^ven in this case exceeded eight months : 
wj^ereas* 15 days notice only was required. The pleader for the 
appellant contends that the notices did not expire with the end 
of the month of the tenancy. But he cannot tell us what the 
period of the tedancy was and when it beg&n and when it ended. • 
He contends that the lease of one plot* began on the 14th June 
1892 anj| that of the other on the 6th February 1892, because 
he points out that these were the dates on which the defendant 
applied for the leases t)f these lands. But it does not follow that, 
because the defendant applied for leases of these lands on these 
particular dates, the leases were granted on the said dates. On 
the contrary, it would seem to me more probable that they were 
granted on later dates. But, however, that may be, it is quite un- 
certain in this case what were the dates from which the tenancies 
ran. Neither of the Courts h^ave determined this question, and 
the appella#it’s pleader says he cannot give any definite informa- 
tion on this point. Therefore, it seems to me thatTthe presumption 
is that the tenancies were monthly tenancies, expiring with the 
last day of^each month of the Bengali year aud consequently that 
the notices were valid and sufficient. The last objection to the 
notices was that they were signed by the Collector and not by 
the Secretary of State. But it appears to me that it was unneces- 
sary that thb ^cretary of St^Ke should sign them and that they 
should expressly state that they were given on his behalf. The 
Collector is the representative of the Government and the notices 
were given on behalf of the Government, which would seem to 
me to be sufficient. 

The nexf ground of^appeal is that the plaint was not properly 
signed and verified. But the plaint was signed by the Collector 
and a pleader, who is not the Government pleader, and the 
veriflction waA signed by the Collector and the Government pleader. 
The Government pleader, of course, prslttises at the head quarters 
station of AUpor^ whereas this suit was instituted at Diamond 
Harbour. And the MunsifT has pointed out that the plaint was 
filed by •the pleader who generally acts for the Government in 
the Civil Courts at Diamond Harbour. It therefore appears to 
me that the plaint was properly presented and that there is no 
^<mnd to hold that the contrary was the case. In any case, this 
is a n^lttea which* does not go to the root of the case. There 
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is not the slightest doubt that the case was ihstituted by the 
Government and carried on by the Government ; and if there 
has been any irregularity in the filing of the plaint, that would 
be covered by section 578, Civil Procedure Code. 

t 

The next ground is that both the plots in dispute®are plpts 
of agricultural and not of residential land, as found by the Court 
of appeal below. I need only say that the finding of ^^he Addi- 
f tional District Judge bn this question is a finding of fact with 
which I cannot interfere in second appeal. But I would add 
that I do not see any ground to suppose that the Judge, has come 
to a wfong finding on this point. ^ So far as I can Judge of the 
nature of the plots of land from the proceedings of both the 
lower Courts, they are plots of non-agricultural land to which 
the Transfer of Property Act applies. 

Then, the pleader for the appellant contends that the peti- 
tions (Exhibits i and 2) have not been .properly construed by the 
lower appellate Court. These petitions were presented by the 
defendant for settlement of the land. I understand he denies 
having presented them. But it is proved by the evidence 
adduced by the plaintiff that he did so. In both these petitions 
he speaks of the land as homestead land ; and the Additional 
District Judge, it seems to me has not misconstrued the petitions 
in any way, when he finds on the strength of one of them that 
the land is homestead and on the strength of the other ihzt the 
defendant is an under-tenant. 

The last ground prged is that the lower appellate Court had 
no jurisdiction to ascertain fair and equitable rents. This applies 
to the last portion of the Additional District Judge^s judgment, 
in which he gives the plaintiff a decree for rent up to the date of 
the determination of the defendant’s tenancy, ,wjth cesses and 
damages from after that date. There has been a dispute between 
the parties as to what the rent payable by the defendant should 
be. It appears that when the Government let t(3e land to the 
defendant there was no^ express stipulation as to the rent 
payable by him. The defendant with regard to one plot (No. 2) 
expressly agreed to pay the rent fixed on it by the Deputy 
Collcctoi*.'^ Now, the Deputy Collector has fixed the rate of rent 
for that plot at Rs 8-15 annas. That would seem to me’ to be a 
perfectly fair and equitable rate ; and the defendant would 
appear to be bound by his own stipulation to agr^ to it. Thep, 
thtJ rent of th^ other plot has b^n fixed at Rs. ii-io ^nas, 
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which is below what the plaintiff claimed ; and it has been found 
by the Munsiflf to be a fair and proper rent. 

I For these reasons I would dismiss this appeal with costs. 

' Woodroflfe^.— I agree with my learned*brother’s findings as 
to ^e 4th* 5th and 6th issues argued in this appeal. I think also, 
as regards the first issue, that the District Judge had power to 
transfer the apf}eal to the Additional District Judge. 

But as regaiTds the 2nd and 3rd issues raised on the hearing 
of this agpeal, relating to the notices and fo the alleged defects 
in the sigtyng and verifying of the plaint, I think it sufficient to 
say that the finding of the lower appellate Court is t^at the 
tenancy of the defendaftt was a tenancy at will ; and that to the 
idefeots, if any, in the signing and verification of the plaint, that 
!is a. matter which is cured by section 578, Civil Procedure Code. 

“ On these grounds I agree that this appeal should be dis- 
missed with costs. 

N. K. H. Appeal dismissed. 
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Lund Acqumition Act (/ of tSUo), — Decliiratwn — Lmd actiMlly acqniced 
not mentioned —Reference to Cicil Court. 


When land acti^^lly taken up by HoTcinment is different from that men* 
tioned m the declaration issued under the Land Ac'pfiHition Act, the proceed- 
ings of the Collector are void and there can be no valid reference to tUc Civil 
Court. 

Appeal by the Claiinauts. 

Reference gilder Sec. 18 of the* Land Ac<|uisition Act. 

The facts appear front the judgment. 

Babu Jogesh Chnnder for the Appellants. 

Bobus Ram Charan Mitra afid Krishna Prasad Sarbadhikari 
for the Respondent. * , 


The following judgment was delivered by 

^ampini X — 'fhis is an appeal against a decision of the 
Munsiff of^Puri, dated the i8th June 1906. 

The appeal arises out of a Reference under section 18 of 
fhe Land Acquisition Act. It appears that the Government has 
lafeen qp certain land in the vicinity of the Jugganath temple 


i-K^tt*"**®** 51 ?®. OrighMil Decree No 414 of 190«,. a«ainiit the deciiion 
Sado Banwari Lai Banerji, Hnnsifl, Puri, dated the 18tb June 1900. 
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at Puri, for the purposes of a rest-house called IBe Dooly Chand 
rest-house. The partiw could not agree as to the compensation ; 
and they did not accept the award of the Collector. The Deputy- 
Collector has therefflre, referred the case tof'the Hand Acquisition 
Judge. There was also a dispute between the parties- as to the 
boundaries of the land. The Munsiff says • ♦ “ the area found 
by the Commissioner appointed to measure thq, lai^ is, *072, 
f. e., less than 0‘ 1 10, nnd for the boundary, thei« is a mistake: 
but *no party was misled by this mistake, as the plot numbers 
were mentioned.” It appears, however, on referring to the plan, 
and to* the declaration published at page 20, Part IB of the 
Calcutta Gazette of the 25th January 1905, that the land to be 
acquireif lies immediately to the south of the land whici] has 
actually been acquired under the Land Acquisition Act. Accord- 
ing to the declaration the land to be acquired is bounded on the 
north by the buildings of Padhiary Nijoya. But, on reference 
to the plan, we find that the land acquired, lies immediately to 
the north, and not to the south of the buildings of Padhiary 
Nijoya. Therefore it seems to us and this is admitted by the 
senior Government pleader that the land actually acquired lies 
outside the boundaries of the l^pd for the acquisition of which 
the declaration was issued. In these circumstances the proceed- 
ings in the present case are entirely invalid and without juris- 
diction. The reference by the Deputy Collector is wrong and 
the proceedings of the Land Acquisition Judge are wrong. 

' On this ground we must decree this appeal. We accordingly 
set aside the proceedings of the Deputy Collector and of the 
Land Acquisition Judge. The appellants are entitled to all the 
costs incurred by them in all the Courts, The hearing fee in 
this Court is assessed at five gold mohurs. 


N. K. B. 


I) 


Appeal decreed. 
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Sir Francis FF. Maclean^ R, C. L Ckitf yustice mud 
Mr. justice Doss. 

JO^INB^^A MOHAN SEN ani^others 

t V. 

, * UMA NATH GUHA and another. • 

Zand reeennef realisation of — Indian Contract Act (VX of 1878) 

• • Sections 69 and 60. 

• • 

Sectiona 59 and 60 of the Indian Contract A^t apply to tranaaCtiolka in 
relation to^ealisation of land revenue. 

Oanqa l^ishun Singh v. Mahomsd^Jan (1) not followed.t ^ 

Appeals by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit to set aside revenue sale, * 

the material facts and argument appear from the judgment. 
Dr. RashBehari Ghose and Babu Mohini Mohan Chuckerhutty 
br Appellants in appeal No. 1393. 

Babtis Jogesh Chunder Roy^ Ratan Chand Boral and 
Surendra Nath Guha for the Appellants in appeal No. 1683. 

Babn Nil Madhub Bose and ^r. Priya Nath Sen for Res- 
pondents. • 

The judgment of the CourWis as follows 

MacleaiuC. X — The only question in this case is whether 
there were any arrears of Revenue due, which would justify the 
sale which has taken place. This is a second appeal, and.we 
must accept the facts as found by the lower appellate Court. 
The difficulty apose as to the ^on-payment of the January kist 
for the year 1899 the last day for the payment of that kist was 
the I2th of January and it was not paid. But on the 27th of 
February 1899, a notification was issued from the office of the 
Collector in these terms : “It isjiereby notified under sections 5 
and 13 of Act XI of 1859 that if arrears of revenue mentioned 
below be toot paM on or before She 28th of March, i.e. the next 
latest day; for payment of revenue, the undermentioned Mehals 
or share gr shares thereof lying \vithin pistrict Faridpur shall 
be sold, by auction for the said arrears in the office of the Collector 
of the said District ot €i a. m. of the next sale day.*’ The Judge * 
in the Oouit below finds that that notification was issueef^he 


m tl 


V* Appeals trom Appellate Decree Nos. 13^ and 1683 of 1006, 


Ooatts Bsq., District Judge of Faridptir^ dated the Isth Jane 
„ that of Baba Kalidhaa Ohatterjee, Additfonal SabofdUiate 
ibat diMrict, jdated the 14th Jane 1901. 
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arrear was a very petty sum ofRs. i-6-ii p — some two or three days 
before the 28th of March. The present appellants, the plaintifis 
who are seeking to jet aside the sale, remitted a sum of Rs. 3*7as. 
to the Collector, and the Collector received .;it on the 28th 
March. He appropriated that sum oT Rs. 3-7as. to the payment 
of the March kist, the last day for the payment of which was 
also the 28th March, and not to the payment of the small arrear 
of hhe January kist. The question turns upon whether this pay- 
ment of Rs, 3-7as. ought to have been appropriated to the 
January kist which was in arrear qjf to the March kist if to the 
former, there would have been no arrear to justify the sale. The 
plaintiflfe when remitting the money did not expressly intimate 
that the payment was to be applied to the discharge of the 
January kist. Then the question arises whether the circum- 
stances imply that the payment was to be applied to the discharge 
of the arrears of the January kist. , I think the circumstances 
raise such implication. The fact of the above notice having 
been sent and having been ^ceived telling the plaintiffs that, 
unless they p^ the arrears on or before the 28th of March the 
property would be sold, the fact that they paid it so that it was , 
received on that day, and with vhe object of its being received 
on that day, implies that the plaintiffs intended ,jthe payment 
to be treated as made in respect of thq January kist. No inti- 
mation or notice had been given to them about the M^ch kist. 
The March kist amounted to about Rs. 9, so that the amount sent 
was substantially below the amount of that kist and was a little 
in excess of the small arrears of the January kist. The pro- 
babilities appear to be greatly in favour of the view that th2^ 
payment was made in respect of the January kist and it ought 
to be treated as paid in respeqt of that kist. In that view, the 
money was in the coffer of the Collector on’tte 28th March, 
the last day for payment ; and there was consequently^no default 
which would warrant a sale. 

We have been referred to a case of Ganga Bishun Singh 
V. Mahomei Jan (r), where it was held that sections 59 and 
^ 60 of the Inc^an Contract Act do not ^apply to transactions 
in relation to realization of land-revenue. Speaking with great 
respect, I am doubtful as to the soundness of that^lecision. If 
these sections do not apply, what law does apply? Therc^is^ 
nothing specific on the subject in Act XI of 28 59. If sectioni|^ 
and 60 of the Contract Act do not apply, we must M back ufw 

ft. 88.0U0. 1293. 
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the general law and practically that law is embodied in these * 
sections. 1908 * 

For these ^reasopSf I think the appeal jpust succeed and the jotfnd» iMum 
sale mus^be se (9 aside. ^ 

• The plaintifis are entitled to their costs in all the Courts. • , 

This judgment^ itf is conceded, will govern appeal No. 1683 J 

of 1906, •whibh is accordingly allowed with costs in all the 
Courts. • 

])(H|9 J.— I agree. 

A. T. M. * • Appeal Allowed. , 


CIVIL RULE. 


Before Mr. fustice Brett and Mr. Justice Gupta. 
MOHUNT GOBINDA RAMANUJ DAS 

LAKHUN •FARIDA.^ 

High Court ^ \ower of — Act X of 1850, Sec, 153 — Civii Procedure Code 
(Act XIV of 1882), Sec, 622^ClMrter Act (24 and 25 Viet, O, 104), 
Sec, 15 — Berieion where appeat lies. 

The High Gonrt has power, notwithstanding section 163 of Act X of 1869, 
to revise^the orders of lower (Jourts where they hare not acted correctly accord* 

ing to law under section 022 of the Civil Procedure Code or under section l6 
• • 
of the Charter Act. 

Where the application i«i not jpierely to set aside the order of a Deputy 
Collector, but also the appellate order of a Collector, the Court can properly 
. interfere under section 622 Civil Procedure Code ^ . 

Bam Kristo Boy v. Naik Tara Date (I) di8tingui«hed. 

Rules obtained by the Plaintiff. 

Suits for cQpt. • 

Thegiecessasy facts appear from the judgment. 

Dr, Rash Behary Ghosh and Babu Provash Chandra Mitter 
for the Petitioner. • 

Ba^u Asutosh Mookerjee for the Opposite parties. 

The judgment jof the Court was delivered by ^ 

Brett J.-^These rules have been issued in respA:t of 7 
out of 13 analogous rdnt suits which were instituted in the^ourt 
>^of the Deputy Collector of Balasore. In these suits, it appears 
that the plaintiff claimed to recover arrears of rent from the 

' * Civfl Roles Nos. 1797 to 1803 of 1906 against the decision of the 
Collector of Balasore. * 

(1) (1888) 19 C, h. R. 449. 
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' defendants partly in produce and partly in money and that the 
Iflioe, defendants in each case set up the plea that rent in money alone 
ilblm^obinito payable by them,and they also in each case pleaded payment. 

Bamtnaj Das The Court of firsf instance decided the question of the amount 
Ukbbn Paridai payable in fayour of the defendants and also found that 

j to a certain extent the plea of payment Had been substantiated 

-1-/ in each case. Therefore) modified decrees ha\fb bSen given 

and ** against these modified decrees, the plaintiff appealed. 
As the amount sued for in six of the cases exceeded loo, 
appeals f were preferred against the decisions in these cases to the 
District Judge. In the remaining seven, in respect of which 
these ru^es have been issued, the amount sued for did not exceed 
Rs. 100 in each case and therefore appeals were preferred t6 the 
• Collector. The Collector without waiting for the decision by 
the superior Court of Appeal of the questions in issue which 
were analogous in all the thirteen cases, proceeded to dispose of 
the 7 appeals preferred to his Court and dismissed them all with 
costs. It is in respect of these 7 suits that the present applica- 
tion was made ,to this Court and the rules issued. ‘ 

The rules were to the following effect, that the opposite 
party should show cause why the firder of the Deputy Collector 
should not be set aside on the ground that he' acted with 
'material irregularity in refusing to postpone the case ^or the 
production of necessary evidence in his Court and why the judg- 
ment and order of the Collector confirming that order should 
not be set aside on the ground that, under thb circumstances, 
other analogous cases being on appeal to the District Judge, he 
did not exercise his discretion correctly in deciding those cases 
without waiting for the decision of the higher Court of Appeal. 
The latter portion of the Rfile ought more properly to precede ^ 
the former as we have to deal first with the decree of the 
Appellate Court and then with the judgment dnd dedee of the 
Court of First Instance. 

It appears that subsequent* to the issue of these rules by 
this Court, the six appeals to the District Judge of Cuttack have 
been heard and disposed of with the result that in each case, the 
District Judge has ordered the suit to be remanded to thd Court 
of Fftst Instance, the Deputy Collector, in order that! he might 
admit the evidence which he had failed to admit and then 
'proceed after giving both parties reasonable opportunites to 
ptove their eases, |0 dsspost of the cases according to iawf 

The teamed pieate,ieho appears in support "df these toles 
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bas siikggested that similar orders should be passed with re&reince * 
to these 7 suits. The learned pleader who appears to op|K>se 
Hie Rules ha| in ^he first instance contended that, under the 
prbvisio|is of stction 153 of Act X of 1859, this Court has no 
jurisdiction to revise th£ judgments and d|crees of the Collector 
or of the Deputy Cdllector. , 

We* do* not think that contention can now be accepted as 
it has been frequently held in this Court that it has powers«either* 
under section 62a, Civil Proceedure Code, or if not, under section 
r 5 of the Charter Act to interfere in cases where t^je Lower 
Courts have not acted correctly according to law. 

It has also been contended that this Court cannot cdeal with 
thS present cases under section 622, Civil Procedure Code, because 
the judgment and decree of the Deputy Collector were appeaK- 
able to the Collector. The case of Kristo Roy v. Naik 

Tara Dass (i), has been selied on. 

In these cases however, rules have been issued with the 
object not merely of setting^ aside the order of the Deputy 
Collector but also of setting aside the appellate order of the 
Collector, and we do not think that that ruling has any bearing 
on the present cases. * 

It haa lastly been suggested that on the merits the present 
Rul^ ought to be di%:harged. It is argued that the plaintiff 
ought to have produced the evidence, namely, the Rubqkari of 
the Assistant Settlement Officer, that before the Deputy Collector 
they had full t)pportunity to*do so, and that as they failed to 
produce it, they cannot now claim to have the judgments and 
decrees of the Collector and Deputy Collector set aside on the 
ground that adjournments ought to have been granted in order 
to enable th|m to produce that dcrcument. 

The judgment of the learned District Judge, in the other 
six appeals v^ich had been preferred to his Court, has been laid 
befor^s us and the correctness of the facts set out in it have not 
been disputed. He points out*that these 13 suits which were all 
analogous were pending before the Deputy Collector up to the 
5th July 1905, and that the plaintiff had applied to the Deputy 
Xojlector to have the Settlement Officer's Rtibaka^ produced 
fod adnfUtted as evidence in the case. That Rubakari was at the 
.time^fil^id in two other cases which were under appeal to the 
Pistrid Judge, and an application was made to the District Judge 
,at tlt$t^t|me for the production of the Rubakari, The Deputy 
- ^ , O) 12C.L a. 449* .... 
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• Collector was, in reply, informed that it could not be irtiturned 
until the appeals were disposed of. The Deputy Collector waited 
from the 5th July to tjie 13th of November ^d thf^n apparently 
on some report which he saw of the District Judge’s office he 
disposed of these casc| on the 13th Novdmber. The two appeals 
in which the document had been filed weVe disposed of id the 
following January and it is not clear why, having wilted* for four 
^months for the disposal of the appeals,' the deputy Collector 
could not have waited longer or could not have taken sjeps to 
ascertain^ from the District Judge ^ when these appeals wefe 
likely to be heard so that the document on which the plainti)^ 
relied and which was filed in thdse suits might be produced 
as evidence in the cases then before him. The District Judge 
who has disposed of the appeals has had the document in ques- 
tion filed in his Court and after perusing that document has 
come to the conclusion that it ought, to have been admitted in 
evidence in the Court of the Deputy Collector and that the 
suits should not have been disposed of by the Deputy Collector 
without considering that evidence. The contentiorr advanced 
on behalf of the opposite party that the present petitioner failed 
to take proper steps to secure the production of the document 
before the Deputy Collector does not appear to b^ supported 
by the evidence. It appears that he took ^teps by an applic^^tion 
made to the Court in which the suits were pending to have the 
document produced, but that he failed to secure its production. 
"It is hardly reasonable to suppose tfiat after the Court had failed 
to secure the production of the document the petitioner would 
have imagined that by an application under section 144, Civil 
Procedure Code, he would be more successful. In our opinion, 
the petitioner took all reasonable ^teps to secure the production 
of the document and certainly it was not his fault that it was 
not in evidence before the Deputy Collector wITen he disposed 
of the thirteen cases. • 

The learned Collector in disposing of the seven appeals ii 


respect of which these Rules have been issued has not recordec 
a i^atisfactory judgment. He has merely stated the facts and ha 
recorded his findings, but has not attempted to state what redton 
he had for arriving at these findings on the facts. Id dealini 
with the document, the Collector merely remarks that the origins 
JRuhaktiri of the Settlement Officer not being forthcoming, unde 
the circumstances it cannot be relied upon. It is impossilfle t 
understand what he meant by the concluding portion of b 



remark, as, if t)ie docwnent was not produced before him, it is,* 
bard to understand hoa( be could arrive at any conclusion whether 
it was entitled to any leliwce or not. In our opinion the • 
Collector in jlispoung of the 7 appeals* while the six other 
^peals*in the analogous* suits were pending in the Court of the 
District Judge, which was a higher Court of Appeal, did not * 
exerciswhisdiscretion wisely and we think tha*t his decision in 
itself is open ^0 adverse criticism and %hat the appeals should 
not have been disposed of by him without securing the produc- 
tion of the important document on which the plaintiff relied. 
We further agree with the finding of the District Judge in the 
analogous appeals (hat the Deputy Collector ought not to have 
disposed of the 7 suits now under consideration before us 
without having secured the production of the Rubakari on which 
the plaintiff relied. 

We, therefore, set aside the judgments and decrees of the 
Collector and Deputy Collector in these 7 suits and we direct that 
the 7 suits be sent back to Jhe Deputy Collector for rehearing, 
Reasonable opportunity will be given to the plaintiff to produce 
in evidence and prove the document on which he relies ; both 
parties will be allowed full opportunity to prove their respective 
cases ; apd the Deputy Collector after taking the evidence and 
dul^ considering it, will proceed to dispose of the seven suits 
according to law. 

Costs will abide the result. 

We assess the hearing fee in this Court at Rs. 140 (Rupees 
one hundred and forty), that is Rs. 20 (Twenty) in each Rule. 


Cm* 

i9oe. 

Mohoat Qobitidft 
BamuuijOw 

Lakhun Varida. 


N. X. B, 


Rules made absolute. 
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pRKSENT : — Lord Macgaghten^ Lord Atkinsof^ Str 4^ftdr^ Scoble^ 
and Str Arthur Wilson. ^ • 

EADHA PROSAD MULLIK anq another * 

. . 

, RANIMONI DASSI and othews. • 

[On Appeal from the*High Court of Judicature a-i^Fort 

William in Bengal.] 

• • 

Hindu Law — Will—OonHmctian^ coMiderations for — Gift to daughters and 
their respective sms'^^^Bhare of a daughter dying without leaving any 
male Ustte surviving ” to go to the surviving daughter and her sons — 
Share of a daughter dying leaving sons to go to her son or sons — Intention 
• of the testator^ exclusion of daughters' daughters — Nature of estate taken 
hy each daughter — Indian Succession Act (X of 1805 ) Sec, 82. 

In construing the Will of a Hindu it is not ifb proper to take into considera- 
tion what are known to be the ordinary notions and wishes of Hindns with 
respect to the devolution of property, -it may be assumed that a Hindu 
generally desires that an estate, especially an ancestral estate, shall be retained 
in his family ; and it may be assumed that a Hindu knows that, as a general 
rule, at all events, women do not take absolute estates of inheritance which 
they are enabled to alienate, 

Mahomed Shumsool v. Shewukram (1), approved and followed. 

Where the only question raised upon the appWl was as to the natifVe of 
the estate which, in the events which had happened, the testator’s daughters 
took under the clause of the will of a Hindu inhabitant of Calcutta viZf. I 
desire and direct my executors to make and divide the whble of my estate, 
both real and personal, unto and between my daughters in equal shares, to 
whom and* their respective sons 1 give, devise and bequeath the same, but 
should either of my said daughters die without leaving any male issue surviving 
but leaving my other daughter her surviving then in such case the surviving 
daughter and her sons shall be entitled to the share of the dcce^ised daughter, 
or in the case of the death of either daughter leaving sons, the share of inch 
daughter la to be paid to such her son or son? share and share ^like.” * 

Meld, that the intention of the testator was to create in favour ef his 

O 

daughters an estate for life with a remainder over to their sons, and thah in the 
events that had happened, the daughters of the testator were entitled to the 
testa^s estate in equal shares for life and with benefit of survivorship between 
themselves. ^ , 

Meld also, that by the gift to his daughters and their respective 
and by the proviso that in the event of one of the daughtm dying “ without 
leaving any male Iwie surviving ** Uie share of the deceased daughter was 
to go to iktm snrviviiig daaglitor and her sons, to the exoloslon in both eases of 

o 
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female leBne, the testator had clearly succeeded in showing that his daughters, 
whom he incontestably intended to benefit, were not to have more than what 
was generally known to be a woman^s estate in his property ; and that no 
language could v^re clearly show tlian the language of the clause, ** in the 
case of tHe death of either daughter leaving sons, the share of such daughter 
to* be paid to such her son or sons share and share alike,” that the intention of 
the testator was to exclude his ilaughters* daughters Trom the succession, 
to which tficy u^uld have been entitle<l under the ni-<jlnary Hindu I-<nw, if thoir^ 
mother’s estate been absolute. • 

With reference to the contention that uiufor 81*01100 82 of the Indian 
Successioii Act ( X of 18C5) the daughters took an absolute estate ; 

Ileldy that, under the terms *of the will, only a restricted mterest waS 


4 i 
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intendetl to pass to a ilaugbt^f dying without male issue. 

Appeal from a decree of the Appellate side of tTie above- 
mentioned High Court (1) modifying a decree of Woodroflfe, J., 
sitting on the original side of the said High Court (July 31, 
iqoj) (2). 

The principal questions raised on the appeal were questions 
of law relating to the construction of the Will of one Hurry 
Dass Dutt, who died on Octobef 30, 1875. The testator executed 
the will on the day of his death and thereby«appointed three 
executors and trustees, viz : (i) Srimutty Surnomoni Dassi, his 
widow ; (2) Modhusudan Dutta, his father ; and {3) Dwarka 
Nath Dutt^ his uncle. The following is the material part of 
the Will 

“Whereas having no son born to me of my body I am 
desirous of adopting one in^my life-time but in case I depart 
this life befor^ carrying such my desire .into effect, I hereby 
authorize and empower my wife and executrix Srimutty.Surno- 
moni Dassi and my executors and trustees to whom I give full 
permission and liberty to adopt after my decease a son and in 
case of his d€^t|i during his nfinority or on attaining his full age 
and without leaving male*issue to adopt a second son and in case 
:>{ his death during minority (ft on attaining such age and with- 
>ut leaving m^le issue to adopt a third son and no more. In any 
>f the above cases of adoption should the adopted son die 
.eaving a son or sons the power of adoption shall cease or remain 
in abeyance during the life or lives time of such son or sons of 
such adopted son but shall revive on the death of such son or 
sons during minority. 

“ I direct my executors and executrix and trustees to pay out 
of the income and interest of my Estate and Effects monthly all 


ai (1905> I..L. B. 83 f3«k5. 951 ; 8 O. L. J. 502 ; 10 C. W. N. «»6 
(8y(t900) I. V. B. 88 Calc, W ; 9 C. W N. 1033. 
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P* O0 necessary household expenses as well as for the worship of our 

1008 . family Idol Sri Sri Radha Gobindji and to pay my wife monthly 

* during her natural life for her sole and separate use the sum of 

ProMd rupees two hundred and also the sum of rupees fifty monthly to 

ft nont P awl., adopted son ‘who shall live and attain his full age of #8 

• years after his s6 attaining such age of 18 years duringj:he life- 

• ^time of my said wife provided he remains under^h^r control and 
bears *a good character, and if my said executrix and executors 
and trustees think fit and are satisfied with his conduct aud 
• behaviour and for the purposes of sach monthly expenditure my 

executrix, executors and trustees shall set apart and retain out of 
the interest and income of my estate a sum sufficient to meet 
such expenditure for six months and invest the rest and resiflue 
of such income and interest in Government Securities in their 
joint names but in no case shall such adopted son have or 
exercise any control, dominion over my Estate and Effects until 
the death of my wife, after which event I direct my said execu- 
tors and trustees to make owef the whole of my Estate and 
Effects both real and personal or immovable or moveable whatso- 
ever and wheresoever and of what nature or quality soever to 
such adopted son who shall survive my wife if he shall have 
attained his age of 18 years during the life-time of rwiy wife or 
on his so attaining such age after her decease to whom and his 
heirs* I give, devise and bequeath the same. But in case none 
of such adopted sons survive my s^id wife or in case of either 
surviving my said \vife and dying under the s'iiid age without 
leaving a son or sons I desire and direct my executors after the 
death of my said wife or the death of such son after her but 
under such age of 18 years without leaving a son or sons to 
make over and divide the* who 4 e of my Estate^ both real and 
personal unto and between my daughters in equal shares to 
whom and their respective sons I give, devile and bequeath 
the same but should either of my said daughters die without 
leaving any male issue^surviving but leaving my other daughter 
her surviving then in such case the surviving daughter and her 
l&ns shall be entitled to the share of the deceased daughter or in 
case of the death of either daughter leaving sons the sl^re. of 
such daughter is to be paid to such her son or sons *share and 
9hare alikeJ* 

Hurry Dass Outt left him surviving the following personst 
(t) his widm Srimutly Sumomoni Ds^ ; (a) his daughter 
Stitnutty^ninioili Dasw ; (3) his daughter Srimutty Prenndom 
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Dassi ; and (4) three sons of Premmoni Dassi, vist Radha^ 

Prosad MulHck, {f>) Kasi Prosad Mullick and (c) Jyoti Pro^d lfQi» 


Mullick. 

On Decetiber 20, 1875 probate of the will was granted to 
^e widow and uncle t>f the deceased, two of the executors 


ftadliajPiMUlk 
Banimoat Jm 


named. 


OnaAugust 9, 1876 Srimutty Surnomont adopted Jyoti Prosad 
Mullick, as a %oft, but Jyoti Prosad Mulliclc died on Januitry 9,* 
1881, unmarried. Thereafter on February 9, 1881 she adopted 
one Amrita Lall Dutt. Modhusudan Dutt died on April 1, 1872, 
before the date of the latter adoption. 

On August 14, *1894 Amrita Lall Dutt institutj^d a suit 
against the widow, her daughters and their sons for the construc- 
tion of the will of Hurry Dass Dutt and for the administration' 
of his estate. That suit, though successful in the first Court, • 
{^Amrita Lall Dutt v. Surnomnyc Dassee (i)], failed on appeal, 
\Atnrita\Lall Dutt v. Surnomont Dasi (2)], and also on a further 
appeal to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, {Ainrito 
Lall Dutt V, Surnomoye Dasi ^ as the adoption by Srimutty' 
Surnomoni was held to be invalid, the power of adoption con- 
ferred by the will on her and the executors and trustees having 
been decljred invalid under Hindu Law and incapable of being 
exercised. The decision of the Privy Council was pronounced 
on May 2, 1900 and on November 2, 1900, Ranimoni, who was 
until then childless, and her husband, Ramakant Sen, adopted one 
Jugal KishoreJSen as their sotj. 

Dwarka Nath Dutt died on November 23, 1889 and Roma- 
kant Sen predeceased Surnomoni who died on August 1904. 

She held and managed the estate of her deceased husband and 
left a will dated January 31, 1903, .by which she purported to 
deal with pSrPions of t jie property covered by the present suit. 

The Administiator-General of Bengal, the executor named in 
her will, was in possession of those portions, having taken out 
probate of the will, but he was not a party to the present suit. 

On December 19, 1904 the pre^nt suit was instituted on 
the original side of^the High Court by Srimutty Ranimoni Da^i, 
one the daughters of Hurry Dass Dutt, as plain^ff. The 
defendants were Srimutty Premmoni Dassi, the other dfiughter 
of Hurry Dass Dutt, her four sons, Radha Prosad Mullick, Kasi 
Prosad Mullick, Peary Lai Mullick and Behary Lai Mullick (the! 


CD I. L. R. 94 C»]e. S89. (2) (18^) I. B. 2S Oak. 662. 
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*P. 0; \wo latter of whom were born after Hurry Dass Dutt’s deathy, 
]9(^ and Jugal Kishore Sen. The Plaintiff contended that under the 

I MoililS Hurry Dass Dutt in the events that had occurred she and 

r, her sister were each Entitled absolutely to ^a m^ety in their 

il moni P aari/ father^s estate. The reliefs sought weiie the administration and 

partition of the estate, with various reliefs,, incidental thereto, 
but the principaf relief claimed was a declaration gf tfee rights 
•of all {parties to the suit on the true construction ef the said Will. 

The written statement filed on behalf of Peary Lai Mullick 
and Behary Lai Mullick challenged the validity of the adoption 
of Jugal Rishore Sen, and contended® that in the events which 
had happened Hurry Dass Dutt had died intestate as to the 
residue of his estate to which their mother succeeded in prefer- 
ence to her sister. 

t 

A written statement of exactly the same nature was filed by 
Srimutty Premmoni Dassi. 

Radha Prosad Mullick and Kasi * Prosad Mullick by their 
written statement claimed that they were absolutely entitled to 
the whole estate subject to the life interest of Hurry Dass Dutt’s 
daughters. 

The written statement of Jugal Kishore Sen supported the 
claim of the plaintiff. 

The case was tried by Woodroffe, J., who delivered his 
judgment \^Radha Prasad Mullick v. R'knee Mani Dasse't and 
Peary Lai Mullick v. Ranee Mani Dassee^ (i)] on July 31, 1905. 
He decided that on the true construction of the Will there was 

t 

a gift to the adopted son with a valid gift over to the testator’s 
daughtefs, and that there was no intestacy. He also held that 
each of the daughters took an absolute estate in her half share, 
and expressed no opinion as to the rights of the parties, in the 
event of the death of one of the daughters leav.mg no natural 
son Ipr surviving. A decree was accordingly ,made d^eclaring 
that the plaintiff was entitled absolutely to one-half share in her 
father’s estate, directing an inquiry to ascertain ^ of what the 
estate consisted of and ordering partition thereof. ® 

^ Against that decree Radha Prosad Mullick and Kasi Prosad 
Mullick fled one appeal, and Peary Lai Mullick and Behary Lai 
. Mullick another appeal, on the Appellate side of the High cJurt, 
and on April 33, 1906, the Court of Appeal delivered judgment. 
[Radha Prasad Mullick v. Ranee Mani Dassee and Peary La 
Mullick V. Ranee Mani Dassee y (1)]. It decided that unde|’ the 

(D tieOS) I. L. B. 88 Calc. 947 at 051 ; 8 0. 1. J. 603. . 
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Will in this else the daughters each took a one-half share in 
their father^s estate absolutely, and refused to decide what the 
rights of the parlies would be in the event of one of the daughters 
dying without |nale Issue. It further held that the inquiry 
ordered b^ the lower Court regarding the ascertainment of what 
the testator’s estate consisted of could not properly be directed in 
the absence of^he representatives of the testator or of Surnomoni 
Dassi. In the •result the decree of the Coflrt below was varied, 
the declaration of the plaintiff’s rights was affirmed, and the 
inquiry ?s to the property and partition thereof were refused in 
the present suit. * * 

Against that decree Radha Prosad Mullick and Kasi^ Prosad 
Mullick preferred the present Appeal to His Majesty in Couucil. 
Of the respondents only Ranimoni Dassi was represented at the 
hearing of the appeal. 

Mr. DeGruythery for the Appellants : — The construction of 
this will has already been once before this Board in the case of 
Amrito Lai Dutt V. Surmmoyc Dasi {\)y which decided that by 
this will a jojpt power to adopt was conferred on the executors 
of the will and was invalid in law, in consequence of which the 
son adopted in fact had no status in the family. The question 
for decision is whether each of the daughters took a life estate 
or an absolute estate. For the rules to be applied in determining 
the construction of the will of a Hindu, see Mahomed Shumsool v. 
Shetvukram (2). In the absence of express words in a • will 
showing such ar^ intention a devise to a wife does not confer an 
estate of inheritance, but carries only a widow’s estate as under- 
stood by Hindu Law, that is to say, a limited widow’s estate : 
Hirahi v. Lakshmibai (3), Annaji Datiatrava v. Chandrabai (4), 
Harilal v. Rai Retv a (5), and Mahomed Shumsool v. Shewakram 
(2). In Surajfit(9ut v. Rabt Nath Ojha (6), where the testator 
used the. word Malik ’ in making the devise to his wiSf^nd 
daughter-in-law, their Lordships held that the widow took an 
absolute estatei There the construction depended upon the 
meaning of that word Malik,” and in deciding that case for the 
meaning of that wjrd the case of La lit Mohun Singh Roy 

(1) AoOOI^L. B. 27 I. A. 128 ; I. L K. 27 Calc 906. * 

(3) (1874)*L.B.2 l.A, 7, at 10 and also at 13 ; 14 B. L B 226 ; 22 W. B.iOO. 

' (3) (1886 k. 1887) I. L B. 11 Bom. 69 and 573. 

(4) (1892) I. L. B. 17 Bom. 503. 

(6) (1695) 1. L. B. 31 Bom. 376, at 380 k 381. 

(6) (1907) JL. B. 35 PA. 17 ; 1. L. B. 30 All. 84 ; 7 C. L. J. 131. 
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f» O. \ Chukhun Lai Roy (i), was referred to. But fhat case has left 
190$, untouched the general principle that without express words ih a 

lis Trcmd Milllik ^ widow takes only a limited estate under it. A daughter’s r 
v, estate in Hindu L*aw is also limited, ll is si|!>mitted that the 

- * testator here intended to give his daughters only limi^d estates 

and they took only estates for life. • 

* Where the testator intends to give an absoli|te estate to his 

adopted son he us%s the words to him “ and his* heirs.” But in 
making a gift to his daughters in half a dozen lines further on he 
uses another expression, “ their sons ”. That shov^^s that he 
did not intend to give them absolute estates, otherwise he would 
have used the same expression. 

The testator left him surviving a brother, a daughtetf and 
another daughter and her two sons. For the rules of succession 
in a case like this, if the daughters take absolute estates, reference 
was made to Stokes ’ Hindu Law Books, Daya Bhaga, Ch. IV 
sections 2 and 3 ; and Mayne on Hindu Law and Usage (7th Ed.) 
p. 900, section 673. 

There is a gift over of th^e share of the daughter dying 
without male ' issue to her surviving sister. Such a gift is incon> 
sistent with an absolute gift to the daughters. If the testator 
gave an absolute estate to each of his daughters, there was no 
necessity of a gift over after the death of daughter without a 
male issue ; Tagore case (2). Gift over is necessary only if there 
is a life estate given to the daughters. 

Sir Robert Finlay K. C. andfA/r. Kenworthy Broivn^ for the 
Respondent Ranimoni Dassi : Taking first the last part of the 
argument on the other side the testator provides “ in case of the 
death of either daughter leaving sons the share of such daughter 
is to be paid to such her son or sons share and share alike.” It 
also is necessary to provide in - case a daughter died without 
leaving son. Hence the clause. ” But should either of my said 
daughters die without leaving any male issue surviving &c ” 

The gift is dependent upon the happening of a specified uncer- 
tain event and the condition must be fulfilled before disttibution. 

* Section 2 of the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870) makes section iii 
oV the Indian Succession Act (X of 1 865) applicable to the Wills of 
Hindus. When section 111 of the Indian Succession Act is 
applied to this Will, the whole of it becomes consistent. The 
pmod of distribution is the testator’s death and the daughters 
> take absolute estates and the gifts over do not take effect ; Indian 

(1) II WT) b, M I. A* 7$ ; 1. 1. B. M cate. 88i. 

(S) b.B.a 77 ; 18 W.B. 36 e. 
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Stj^ccessioQ Act section iii, Illustrations ( 3 ) and (</); 

Nath Sircar v. KatmUbasini Dasi (i) ; Lat^ Ramjewan Lai v. 
Dal Koer (a) ; Mani^amala Bose v. Nan^a Kumar Bose (3). 
It is not ^ecessa^y to go to earlier law to find out the meaning of 
secfion III, which must be*construed without reference to earlier 
law : Norendra Nath Sircar v, Kamalbasini Dasi (4), ** Surviving 
daughter and%er sons shall be entitled to the share of the 
deceased daughter *’ means that the surviving daughter will take 
absolutely. Though under the Hindu l!aw a married daughter 
takes by inheritance a limited ^tate, she takes an absolute estate 
under a devise by Will, unless her interest is curtailed by express 
words or by necessary implication : Indian Succession Act, 
sectibn 82 (made applicable to Hindu Wills by section 2 of the 
t Hindu Wills Act) ; Bhoba Tariui Dcbya v. Peary Lall Sanyal (5), 
Ramami v. Papayya (6) ; Atul Krishna Sircar v. Sanyasi Charn 
Sircar (7). There is nothing here to curtail, either by express 
words or necessary implication, the daughter's interest, and the 
Court in such a case would construe that an estate of inheritance 
is given. • 

In Hirahai v. Lakshmibai (8) and also in Harilal v. Bai 
Rewa (9), the gift was from a husband to his wife. In Annaji 
Dattatrya \,Chandrabat (10), a son made a gift by deed to his mother 
for her maintenance. Qut here the gift is from a father to her 
daughters, who can take a gift of immovables from their father with 
power to alienate according to their pleasure : Stokes' Hindu Law 
Books, Daya BHaga, Ch. IV, sections i and 23, p, 241. Property 
with unlimited power of alienation means absolute property. 

Under the clause **to make over and divide the whole my 
estate both real and personal unto and between my daughters in 
equal shares tc^whom and theic respective sons I give, devise and 
bequeath the same" it is contended by the other side that a gift 
is made* first tef the daughters»and then to their sons. But this 
sentence cannot be divided or cut down. Then again they say 
that ^^heirs" would have been* used, if an absolute gift to the 
daughters were meant. But the words **and their respective 
sons " are words of limitation. There is nothing in the will |o 
show|that the sons are to take at or after any event. Ne period 

(1) (1896) 1. E. SS 1. A. 18 ; I. L. R. 23 Calc. 663. • 

(21(1807)1 L. B. 21 Calc. 408. 

<81 (1906) I. Ii. R. 83 Cklo 1006, at 1314 ; 4 C. L J. 357. 

(4) (1896) R.183 1. A. 18, at 26w (6) (1807) I.I^R.24Cate.646,at660. 

(8) (1803) 1. 1. R. 16 Had. 466. 

171(1906) t U R. 82 Otic. 106)4 8 C. JUJ. 60. 

(8) (1886 A 1887) L 11 Bom. 60 and 678. 

(0>(1896)I.I«.B.81 BoiO«876. (10)(1892)1. L. a )7 Bonit 606, 
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Is fixed for the sons to take. The contention on the other side 
makes this will quite a new will. There is nothing to show that 
the testator intended that the sons are to^ake ^ter the death of 
the daughters. ‘‘To whom and their respective sons” w^puld give 
absolute estate. Reference was made to Bhoobun Mohini Dehfia v. 
Ilurrish Chnnckr Chowdhry (i), Ram Lat Mookerfi v. Secretary 
of State for India fi) ; Basanta Knmari Debt v. *Kamikshya 
Knmari Debi (3) ; Leivvk v. Killcy (4) ; and Tagore Case (5). 

Mr, De Gruyther, in reply, further referred to Nag^fttchmee 
Unmal^\. Gopoo Nadarju Chetty (^, and argued that in Bhoobun 
Mohint Debya v. Ilurrtsh Ohnndcr Chf/ivdhry (i), and Ramlal 
Mookerfi V » Secretary of State for India (2), where it was held 
that absolute estates were given to women, the words used U^ere, 
as held over and over again, technical words, such as “children 
and grand children” and “generation to generation”. But here 
such words are absent. In Bengal and Madras the daughter 
lakes a qualified estate only : Chotay Lall v. Chunno LaUtf), In 
order to arrive at the true construction the will must be read 
without the Ipdian Succession Act. Section 82 of Chat Act says 
nothing one way or the other. If an estate for life is given to 
each of the daughters, the period of distribution would be at the 
death of the tenant for life ; and in that case section 1 1 1 of the 
Indian Succession Act has no application. If on the other hand an 
estate of inheritance is given, there could be no period of distri- 
bution. The true construction is that each of the daughters 
"took a life estate and the sons of the daughters living at the 
testator’s death a vested remainder, with a result that the 
adopted son of the plaintiff and two sons of the other daughter 
born after the death of the testator would take nothing. 

Mr, Broivn, with theh* Lordships’ permission referred to 
Mayne on Hinds Law and Usage, (7th Ed.) p. 90a and Mac- 
naughten’j Principles and Precedents on Hindu Law, p.”39. 

The judgment of thmr Lordships was delivered by 
'' Sir Andrew ScoblO--^Hutry Dass Dutt, a* Hindu inhabi- 
taht of Calcutta, died on the 30th October 1875, leaving a will 
which was admitted to probated[>y the High Court on the aoth 
‘December in the same year. The will was in the English lan^age, 
imd was probably drawn by ‘an English solicitor, who is one of 
the attesting witnesses. > 

(1^) L n. 5 im. m ; l l. aoaIc. s3« 

(8) (1881) L. R 8 I. A. 46 ; LL,R.7&Ic.304. 

id) (1906) h, R. 38 1. A. lai rBf. 83ft4| I. L B 38 Calc, 28. 

(4) (1888) L. R. 18 App.Ca,788. (6) <l872i U B 1. A. Bop. 47. 

(t) (186b 6 II. I. A. 800. . 

(7) (1878) L. B, 6 1. A. 15 at 81 ; L U B. 4 Cale^ 744. 
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Ttte oofy nised upon thb appeal ts at 


of tiie eki(^ wMic&i In the ewntf which lie^ happ^^ 
testatw'adaughtmt^ettiKlefthe tennsof thf MU. " 

The (^ii8e|<tf till' will ndafing to the ddugliters is as foUom ; 

^ But*in case none of such adofited sons survive m^' said wift, 
or in case of eithdt surmng my said wife and dying under the 
said age without leaving a »n or soni, I desire* and dirert iny 
executors, after <he death of my said wife? or the death of such 
son after her, but under the age of eighteen years without Iraving 
a son of sons, to make over and divide the whole of my estate 
both real and personal, untolmd between my daughters*in equal 
shares, to whom and 4heir respective sons I give, devise aqd 
bequeath the ume, but should either of my said daughters 4Sl 
without leaving any male issue surviving, but leaving my other 
daughter her surviving, then in such case the surviving daughter ' 
and her sons shall be entitled to the share of the deceased 
daughter, or in the case of the death of either daughter leaving 
sons, the share of such daughter is to be paid to such her son dr 
sons, share and share alike. 

Woodroffe J, by whom the case was heard in the fir|t 
instance, held that the intention of the testator was ** to benegt 
the adopte^son, and should the' provisions (of the wUl) in this 
respect in any manner fad, then those who were of his own bl oo d, 
viz., his daughters ” ; that the words “ and their respective sons” 
are used as words of limitation and not of purchase j and iha t 
upon the true, construction W the will, the daughters were 
” each entitled to a moiety of the estate o'f the testator abso- 
lutely." He expressed no opinion, however, as to the right of 
the parties in the event of the death of one of the daughters 
leaving no natural son her survjviqg. Upon, appeal to the High 
Court his jj^gmdnt, upon, these points, was confirmed. 

With great? respfpt for t|ie learned Judges ip Jhe Courts. 
>eIow, their lordships are -unable to concur i^h their «t»c <f i « n . 
I'his is the wilf of a Hgidu, and as observed, by this Committee 
n the caM of Mahomed Shumsgol v. Sk^ukram (i), « ip cmi»>- 
roing the will of .a Hindu it ia^t improper to take into con^ 
idertitioit what are known to be the ordinvy notions and wished 
d Hii^u«’'witb .respect tq, the devolutkm of pfoperty. yy 
« adhnned that a Hindu generally desires that us estate, eqieci* 
^enanqes^ett^^be ^ebdoed ii^j|i«,^ffiiiy 






Mite JhroMlf (Mill 

P' 

junteoni DiiMi* 
air AKirtu) a^att, 

k tr" 


^ ' m OAUJmPTl hkM lOUUAL. {VOL. irin. 

’ ' ^ ^ ^ . / • 
t)ev. jtssiimed that a Hindu knowa that, as a ^general rule, at 
§ If Wents, women do not take absolute estates of inheritance 
which they are enabled to alienate.” In spite of the assistance 
of bis English solicitor, it appears to (heir l&ordsl|^ps that in this 
ca^ the testator has clearly succeeded in showing dhat his 
daughters, whpm he incontestably intended to benefit, were hot 
to have more thto what is generally known to ^ wonian^s 
estate In his propert}^ This is established by the, gift to theni 
i‘ and their respective spns,” and by the proviso that in the event 
of one of the daughters dying “ without leaving any male issue 
surviving,” then the share of the deceased daughter is to go to 
the surviving daughter and her sons, to the exclusion in both 
pases of l^emale issue. Moreover, ” in the case of the death of 
pithpr daughter leaving sons, the share of such daughter is to be 
' paid to such her son or sons share ^nd share alike,” No language 
could more clearly show that the intention of the testator was 
to exclude his daughters’ daughters from the succession, to which 
they would have been entitled under the ordinary Hindu law, 
if their mother’s estate had bben absolute ; and the reason of 
this is obvious, as the sons of his daughters would be competent 
^0 offer funeral oblations to him, the strongest of all possible 
^guments to an orthodox Hindu. ^ 

The leariied Counsel for the respondents strongly relied on 
Section 8a of the Indian Succession Act, 1865, which provides 
that where property is bequeathed to any person, he is entitled 
to the whole interest of the testator, therein, unless it appears 
frotn the will that oqly a restricted interest was intended for him ” 
As already pointed out, it ia abundantly clear that, under the 
terms of Ihe will, only a r^tricted interest was intended to pass 
to a daughter dying without male issue. » 


* In the opinion of their Lordships, according to the tru^ 
construction of the wiU,* thp Intention of the testator was tc 
create in favour of his daughters an estate for life with s 
remainder over to their sons, and the learned^ Judges of the 
High C^rt ought to hayc helcfthat, in the events that hav< 
happOnedi; the daughters of tbd testator, Ranimoni QaSsI and 
Pkmmrai 1^, are entitled ^o the testator’s estate th equa 

flares mr life and withi ben^ of survivorship between Ihem 
Siivea.* They wUI- humbly jsdvise His Mqfesty that this app^ 
to af the H^h.Coutt varied u 

^ootdatM wiA thii fudginep^ind that In other respe^a tla 
^pee ought to ^^i|diar the dr^mslam^thoeoeti 
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of the appeal/ taxed as between solicitor and client, must be 
paid out of the estate. 


Messrs, Uaikftis and Lcmprierc : Solicitors for the Appellants. 
Messrs. 7. Wifson and Co. Solicitors •for the Respondent 
Ranimarfl Dassi. . 

J. M. P. • Appeal allnxecd ; Decree varied. 

• • 


/ . ^ 

looa 

ita^ha Pnwad MuUik 
Kanimani Dassi. 
Andrew Scobie, 


.APPELLATE CRIMINAL. ' 


Before Str h'rancts •If’^ Mat. lean ^ K. C. /. /s., Chief f tt slice ^ 
Ma. ynsftce Geidf Mr Justice Woodroffc and Mr. Justice Coxc, 
DURGA CHARAN SANYAL 


V. 

THE EMPEROR.* 


liitil — OUntiije of Juthjt ~—]'i alonee reeoiultul hy one Jinlye nnd orders 
p.tt'tcd ht/ o/n>fher — T altdftij — I)i dermee of Jvdye and AxyesMttx — Jtetnal 
Jtea} f/mexlotn not uthdly tru’d — Trander of eaxe — Trail with aid of 
as'te.'tiorx and t nal hi/jnry lialanee of eonienienee. * 

J*er etniani A SoRsions .1 cannot acton cM<lcnco rreorde*! by ]iis 
|)H*<looc<4s.^r in oftuv. (In a clianjro ol tlw .Jinljro a Scsm'ons trial must commence 
di noio, • 


The passed m a Sos>sioiis .Iiulge on evulence partly recorded 

by biM predecessor in otlice is illegal and must be set a«i«le. 

J*rr Marlran. C. J. and (Jealt ./. — Where a trial has been invalidated on 
l<'Ral grounds and ^h(‘ real fpiest lonin the ease haa not been legally tiicd, a 
letnal ought to 1 k' held, nnh‘ss it appears fiom th(frcc<»rd that there i« no 
O' idcncc against the pi isonei or that there is very little ehaiiec of a ciynviction. 
Mere diaigi (‘cmeiit between Judge an<l asvessors is no siinieient reason for 
refusing a retrial 

Per M tHklrol^e J. (eontra). — The/aet tbat the law gnes operation to the 
finding of the Judge and not .to that of the asaessorR does not detract from 
the value the opkiion expresstNl by ^them Where, thcrefoie, the Judge and 
assessors have disagreed as to the facts, which were peculiar and as to which 
different concliisitns have been arriveil at by different inimN, there ought to lie 
no retrial brdered. 

Per Muedroffe and Core, JJ, —In trnnsferring a oa.c, no con.idcratfon 
should bo had to the toot tUt by a transfer to a particular district, the 
^ 0 ..^ will have the benefit of a trial by jury, wlicre previoii.ly h. had none. 
The real qtiMtion is that of convenience of parties. 

Appeal by the accused. 

Conviction under section 324 of the Indian Penal Code, 


of 1908, against the decision of U. N. Uoy, Esq, 
sessions Judge ofBogra, daterl the 9th January 1908. * 


Criminal. 

-1908. 

Mnrchy 11, 24. 
April, 3, 10, 24 
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\ The facts of the case were as follows : ® 

The accused Babu Durga Charan Sanyal, an old pleader, was 
charged by Messrs. Smart and Coates, two officers of the Eastern 
Bengal State Railwaj^ with having assaultec^ thei^ with a kukn 
in a first class compartment of the do^n Darjeeling Maiil Train 
on the night of the 23rd September 1907. ^ The accused, on the 
other hand, alleged that he had got into the carriage by mistake 
^ and notwithstandingchis explanations had been* assaulted by the 
two persons above-nam^d .who had fisted and kicked him and 
threatened to throw him out of the moving train, that he h2d found 
a kuArtin the compartment and housed it in self-defence. 

The trial was held befoie Mr S. N. Huda and two assessors, 
in the Sessions Court of Bogra. After the close of the case for 
the prosecution, Mr. Huda fell ill and was succeeded as Sessions 
'Judge by Mr. G. N. Roy. Mr. Roy proceeded with the trial 
from the point at which Mr. Huda had left and disagreeing with 
both the assessors found the accused guilty and sentenced him 
to two years’ rigorous imprisonment. Hence this appeal. 

The appeal came on for hearftig before Geidt and Woodroffe 
JJ., on the iith*March 1908. 

Mr A. Chattel hurt and Babtt Xarcudra Kumat Basu for the 
Appellant. 

Afr. ir. for the Crown. 

^ ( .• A. V. 

On the 21 th March 1908 , their Lordships passed the follow- 
ing judgments : — 

Giedt J. — -The Sessions Judge of Bogra disagreeing with 
both the assessors has found the appellant guilty of causing hurt 
with a dangerous weapon and has sentenced him to two years’ 
rigorous imprisonment. 

The judgment was delivered by Mr. G. N. Rey^. He had not 
heard the evidence for the prosecution and the circumstances in 
which this took place are set forth in the following paragraph of 
his judgment. 

“ The case was takei> up by my predecessor Mr. Huda before 
whom the prosecution witnesses were examined. The case was 
postponed on account of the absence of the Civil Surgeon of 
Dinajpur who had been cited as a witness for the defence.^ My 
predecessor then fell ill and went on leave. I was appointed in 
Mr. Huda’s place and, on my arrival at Bogra, I took up the case. 
Mr, Gregory, the Counsel appearing for the prosecution« asked 
for a new trial while Babu Ambica Charan Mazumdar pleader for 
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the accused, opposed the prayer on the ground that it was un- 
necessary. I was of opinion that a fresh trial was not required 
by express law and^ since the accused objected to a new trial I 
have proceeded with the trial from the point where my prede- 
ce^or left it. The reasons for my action are set forth in the 
order sheet.” • . 

Coumel both for the appellant and for the Crown are agreed 
that the Sessrons Judge was not competent to proceed wi^i the 
trial from the point where his predecessoi' had left it and that the 
consent of the accused made no difference. We are clearly of 
opinion that Mr. Roy was wrong in acting on evidence recorded 
by his predecessor, dnd the matter does not require further 
discHssion. The conviction and sentence must, therefore be set 
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aside as being bad in law. , 

We have next to consider whether we should direct a new 
trial. Mr. Chaudhuii for the appellant invited us to consider the 
case on its merits after perusing the evidence, and to say that 
there was no ground for directing a new trial. I do not think 
that it would have been proper for us to accede to this suggestion. 
If we had adopted it and, after weighing the evidence had 
directed a new trial, the accused might have been seriously 
prejudiced. ^We ought, I think, to be careful to express no 
opinion on the merits, and to make no order from which such 
an opinion could even be implied. All we have to consider is 
whether the accused should be tried again. 

We confinid ourselves to*hearing the evidence of Smart, the 
person to whom the appellant is alleged to have caused hurt, and 
the written statement put in by the appellant. Mr. Smarf’s story 
I*' that he was wantonly attacked by the appellant, armed with a 
ktikriy with which was inflicted a serious injury. The appellant's 
.ase is that lie 'used X\\^ kukri 'm self-defence when attacked by 
Muart and Coatis. So far there has been no legal trial by which 
he question at issue in this case could be determined. 

The cour^ adopted by the* Sessions Judge has resulted in a 
leplorable waste of time, and a proldngation of proceedings 
rhich, on many groynds, it would have been desirable to shorten 
s much as possible. This result is, however, in a large^easure 
lue to the attitude taken by the appellant's pleader. IJad the 
iccused not objected to a new trial the Sessions Judge would, I 
ather from his judgment have acceded to the application made 
n behalf of the Crown to begin the trial de nc/vo. The offence 
harged is ^ serious one but owing to the action taken by the 
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appellant there has been no proper trial for that offence. In my 
opinion the rule should be that in all serious cases where the 
first trial, owing to defect of jurisdiction or similar cause, is 
rendered abortive, a new trial should be ordered, Ailess it is quite 
clear, on the materials before the Court, that there is no chaqce 
of conviction. There is less reason for departure from that rule 
where the first trial, which proceeded at the ii>3tance of the 
accused, and inspite of objection taken by the ci^bwn, has resulted 
in a conviction. In m/ opinion the proper order for us to make 
in this case is to direct a new trial. 

t • 

I understand that Mr. G. N. Roy who delivered judgment in 
this case is still at Bogra. It would not bfe desirable to have the 
case tried by him after the opinion he has expressed in his 
judgment before us. The offence is alleged to have been commit- 
ted in a running train, and it was apparently at one time doubtful 
whether it was committed in the Dinajpur or Bogra districts. 
The appellant has lately settled in Dinajpur. The Civil Surgeon 
of Dinajpur is a material witness for the defence I understand, 
as it was owing to his absence that Mr. Huda vvas unable to 
proceed with the trial. 

The most convenient place for tiial for all parties would 
therefore be Dinajpur, and I would direct that the retrial be held 
at that place. 

As, however, my learned bi other does not agree with me 
that there should be a retrial, the appeal, with our opinions there- 
on, must under section 420 of the Code of Criminal Procedure be 
referred to another Judge. The papers will accordingly be laid 
before Ihe Chief Justice tor the appointment of such Judge. 

Woodroffe J : — The rulings of this Court were brought to 
the attention of the Sessions Judge and I think he should have 
acted on them instead of expressing hjs dissent’with the general 
principle there laid down. His omission to do so has#-rendered 
this lengthy trial futile. The accused has contributed to this 
result and therefore were it net for other circumstances and for 
the fact that the assessors and Judge have disagreed, I should 
have been disposed to order a new trial not\Yithstanding that the 
accused* has already been put to the trouble and expense of 
lengthy proceedings which have been rendered useless by the 
defective procedure adopted. The Sessions Judge and the 
assessors have however disagreed. On the circumstances of the 
case, which are peculiar, different minds have felt themselves 
constrained to different conclusions. That "the law. gives opera- 
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tion to the finSing of the Judge does not alter the fact that the 
opinions of the assessors, which are generally valuable, do not 
support him. This fact is under the circumstances in my opinion 
sufficient to leAve tfie matter in such doubf as to render further 
prosecution undesirable. luhas been suggested by learned Counsel 
for the prosecution that the act of the accused was due to the 
unbalanced st#te of his mind. If this be so it would rather 
appear to me tD be a ground for not taking 'further action. It is 
then said that the accused must be retried because he has never 
been properly tried. This argument if sound would preclude the 
Court's discretion in every cOse. h^or no question of refrial can 
arise except where tha conviction is set aside on the ground that 
no proper trial has been held. The trial here is admittedly 
illegal and the conviction and sentence must therefore be set 
aside. In m3' opinion however for the reasons stated the proceed- 
ings should now be brought to an end. I am therefore unable 
to agree with my learned brother as regards the order for a 
retrial which he proposes to make 

Conso(f\iont on this dihercnee of opinion, tin* matter was 
placed before tlie learned ( 'liief Justie(‘, who sat to decide it as tho 
lliird Judge under "Oetion .‘ITS of tli<* ('iiininal Proeeduro Code. 

The nfatler was argued before him on the 3r<l April 1908 
when His Loidsliip rpM‘rv(‘(l judgni(*nt. On the 10th April 
1008, the follow ing“ judgriKMii was deli\<‘r<‘d : — 

Haclean £!• j* — question submitted, and with 
which I can properly deal is, whether or not there ought to be a 
re trial in this case .Mr Justice Geidt thought that there? ought, 
and Mr. Justice Woodrolle took an opposite view. 

The accused has been found guilty of causing hurt with a 
dangerous wcfpan, and has been sentenced by the Sessions Judge 
of Bogra to tw# years' rigorous imprisonment. The assessors 
did not agree ; and, both were in fav'oiir of acquitting the accused. 

Both the learned Judges w^re agreed that the procedure 
before the Sessions Judge was wrongs and that the conviction 
and sentence must be set aside as being bad in law. The only 
question that remains is whether there should be a re-tri^I. This 
is a mattor for the exercise of the judicial discretion of the^ Court. 
It is impossible to lay down 3113^ hard and fast rule as to how that 
discretion should be exercised. Each case must be decided upon 
Its pa&ticular circumstances. The learned Judges have expressed 
no opinion ,iipoa the merits, and in this, if I may respectfully say 
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SO, they were perfectly right : for, if a new trial be directed, any 
such discussion might have seriously prejudiced the accused. I 
express no opinion upon the merits. The evidence of Mr.^Smart 
to whom the appellant is alleged to have causfed hurt, and the 
written statement of the appellant, have been read. But, as rhas 
been pointed out by Mr. Justice Geidt, the real issue in the case, 
whether Mr. Smart was attacked by the appellant «»and» seriously 
injured, or whether, as the appellant says, he only acted in self- 
defence, has not yet be6n legally tried. Although the conviction 
by reason of the faulty procedure adopted by the Judge, must be 
held to he bad in law, the Judge did, on the evidence convict 
though the assessors disagreed. In such ' circumstances I think 
there ought to be a re-trial, unless it is reasonably clear'^that 
there is very little chance of a conviction. I am not disposed to 
accept the view that the mere disagreement between the Judge 
and the assessors is sufficient reason for refusing a re-trial. It 
would be highly unsatisfactory, in a serious case such as the 
present, to have matters as they pow stand, that is to say, with- 
out any judicial decision in a properly conducted trial, upon the 
merits. The waste of time and money caused by the erroneous 
procedure of the Sessions Judge, to which result the accused’s 
pleader would appear to have contributed by his attitude in the 
matter, is much to be deplored : but, on the best consideration I 
can give to the case, I agree with Mr. Justice Geidt that there 
must be a re-trial, as it is essential in the interest of justice that 
the matter should be judicially sM'ted and decided. The case, 
however, should be tried by another Judge ; and, I agree with 
Mr. Justice Geidt that Dinajpur is the most convenient place for 
the new trial, with liberty, however, to the accused who,* through 
Mr. Chaudhury asks that the. trial may take place at Alipore, to 
make an application to the Criminal Pench on'tliis point, if he 
so desire. In the meantime the accused may be t>ut on bail. 

The question as to the venue of the trial was then argued 
before the Criminal Bench (Woodroffe and Coxe^ »bJ.). on the 
23rd April 1908 and the' following judgments were delivered : 

fr WoodroflTe J. — The question which has beep argued before us is 
as to where the retrial which has been directed, is to take place. 

The trial which has proved abortive, was held before* Mr. G. N. 
Roy, sessions Jtidge of Bogra and he is still sessions Judge there. Mr. 
Gregory who appears on behalf of the Crown very rightly admits 
that the case cannot be retried by him, having regard to the obvious 
fact that he has already formed his conclusions upon the case. 
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Therefore, \he trial must be held before some other Judge 
and in some other District. 

The question then is, to what District shall the case be trans* 
ferred i • 

Mr. Chaudhury who •appears on behalf of the accused asks 
that the case may be tried at Alipore. 

Some .suggestions have been made by the other side that an 
impartial trial wduld not be obtained befcfre a jury at Alijjore. 
I cannot accept these suggestions and Imiust presume that the 
I jury wh(f will try the accused will do what in their conscience 
they consider to be right an3, therefore, in my opinion there is 
no objection whatever lo the case being sent to Alipore^ merely 
ibecaqse the result of such transfer is that the accused will have 
^he benefit of a trial by jury. 

The only real question in this case is as to the balance of 
convenience. Now, as regards that, the matter is reasonably 
clear :* because, if the case cannbt be tried (as it is admitted it 
fcannot be tried) at Bogra, it must be tried in some other District 
and It is suggested on behalf of the prosecution that the District 
should be Dinajpore. But it appears that the biflk of the wit- 
nesses are not residents of Dinajpore. As regards Alipore, on 
the other hand, we find that nearly all the important witnesses 
for the prosecution live in, or near, that District. Both Messrs. 
Smart and Coates who are the chief witnesses are said to live at 
Barrackpore ; it is said that Mr. Bruce lives at Calcutta, as *also 
loes his servan^Shaik Dond ;#as also Shaik Shahebar servant of 
Vlr. Smart and Subedar Miah another servant, Babu Chundi 
Das Ghose, is Deputy Magistrate, Sealdah and Babu Runglal, 
is the Peshkar of that Deputy Magistrate, the other witnesses 
are Railway servants, station mastersj guards, &c. It is not clear 
vhere the Railway servants live but it is obvious that they can 
)e as easily obtained from the terminus of the Railway that is, 
Sealdah, as from any interme*diate stations and the guards’ 
lead quarters aae at Calcutta. , 

I think, therefore, that the balance of convenience in this 
ase dictates that the trial should be held at Alipore and the 
ise will accordingly 6e transferred to that District. ^ 

Coxe — I agree. 

K. B. Appeal allowed ; conviction and sentence set aside ; 

retrial ordered ; case transferred^ 
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Before Mr. Justice Rampmi and Mr. Jtstice Sharftiddtn. 

RADHA KANTaA LALL 
2 '. 

KING p:mperor. * ^ . 

Policy Act (V af ISOIJ,* upviions 17, 10 — Spprinl vioixfdhli*, apihuntment ax— 

llvfuHal to xr/’ce—P/ *xrrutio/i — Jitot or dtxtn rim are of the pnJtlic iteace — 

Ordinary police force inxn (licient . • 

If 18 only when there is a cUngei of luft or othei di'.tiirb.mce of the public 
peace and the police force available is insuHicicnt to pieserve the peace and 
protect tlie inhabitants of the Milage wheie distuibanccs are apprehended that 
a person may be appointed a specuil constable iindei sei'tiou 17 of tlie Poliffe Act. 

If the Magistrate apprehends that a certain individual i.s about to commit 
a breach of the peace he may lie procee<led against under section 107 Criminal 
rroccdure Co<Ie, but he cannot be made a special constable under section 17, nor 
ilocs he, on his lefusal to act, lendei himself liable to piosccution under section 
19 of the Police Act. 

li CHI Madhoh Sifiyh \. IjHi peroi^ (\) and Oopt Aath Poi yah KmyoC'fs 
(2) followed. ^ • 

Rtih* obtaiiuM^ by lh<* Aectisod |)(‘rsoii. 

Sanction to ]irosccntc uiidor section lU ot lli<‘ Police Act. 

The maternd bids and ciicuinstanccs appea? fioin the 
judgment. 

Mt'ssis P A and ^ish^pai , and Bahii Atiil Chandni Piiit 
for the Petitioner 

Balm Snsh Chandia CJioK'dIny f jiinha (rm et nment 
Jdcadi^i J tor the Crown. 

( A. \ . 

The judgment of the (\>urt was as I’ollosvs : — 

This is a rule to show cause why the prosecution of the 
petitioner under section 19 ot Act V c/ 1861 sliould not be set 
aside on the ground that his -appointment uhder sedion 17 of 
the act was not justilied by the terms of that section. 

It appears that on a recommendation of the Sub-divisional 
Magistrate of Nawadah, the District Magistrate of Gaya appoint- 
ed the petitioner and 12 other persons as sp4i‘cial constables under 
Act V'of 1861, and the petitioner was, also by an order of the 
District Magistrate, appointed a special lance constable for a 
period of 6 months, commencing from the 17th December 1^07. 

• Criminal UeviHion Case No .^7 of 1908 against the order of the District 
Magistrate of Gaya, dated the 28th February 1908. 

(1) (1908) 12 O. W. N. 'M6. < 2) (1880) 2 C. L. .“r».\ 
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On the 14th January 1908 the Sub-di\ibional Magistrate 
01 Nawadah, issued a notice to him calling on him to appear 
before him on the ^rd January, 1908, to^ show cause why he 
should noj be prbsecuted for not obeying their orders. 

• By an order of the Dis 1 :rict Magistrate of (rya dated the 28th 
February 1908, he is* now being prosecuted uncler section 19 of 

the Act, arid it^s this order that we are asked to set aside. 

• • • 

It has been urged by Mr. P. L. Roy Counsel for the petitioner 
that as t|je appointment of the petitioner under section 17 of the 
Act, was not warranted by law^he was justified in refusing to act 
as special constable, and that therefore his prosecution under 
section ig of the act is illegal. « 

Mr. Roy has drawn our attention to the case, Betii Madhnh 
Sin^h V. the Emperhr (i), as an authority for his contention. We 
feel no doubt that the order under section 17 of the Act was 
inexpedient and unnecessary The petitioner had a dispute about 
property with a lady named Najima Begum who he alleged was 
the mistress of his father now dead. 

It is entfrely this dispute, and not any riot or^general distur- 
bance of the peace, which led to his being appointed a special 
constable. The petitioner complains that the sub-divisional 
Magistrate has espoused the cause of Najima Begum, and has 
consequently instituted various criminal proceedings against him, 
in which he has been uniformly successful and finally had been 
appointed a special and a lance constable, so as to interfere with 
the prosecution^ of his Civil dispute with Najima Begum. We 
need not enquire into this matter . suflTicient to say that in the 
case of Beni Madhtih Siugh v. Emperor it has been laid down 
that “The circumstances which justify an order under section 
17 are that a^ disturbance of Jthe peace is apprehended and 
that the police force available ’s insufficient to preserve the peace, 
and protect the fhhabitants of the village where disturbances are 
apprehended. The same principles were laid down in Gopt Nath 
Paryah v. Empress (2). We dortbt if there was ever any danger 
of a disturbance of the peace. If there was, it would appear 
that it was not sueh as the ordinary police were unable to cope 
with. There has been no disturbance of any kind. If there had 
been, the 'petitioner could not, as a special constable, have 
prevented it, and there was really no necessity to appoint him to 
bp a special constable. If the Magistrate apprehended that the 
petitioifer was about to commit a breach of the peace, he could 
U )(I908) 12 O. VV. N. 3iw5 . F. 1.. R .35 Talc 454 (2) (1886) 2 O. L. J. 5.55 (562J. 
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have instituted proceedings against him under section 107^ Criminal 
Procedure Code ; but in our opinion the orders appointing him a 
special constable and particularly a special lance constable^ were 
entirely unnecessary and inexpedient. iHor these reasons, we 
make the rule absolute and set aside the order for the pfosecujtion 
of the petitioner under section iq. 

N. K. ». /?///# moKfe absolute. 
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Cf'nnutal Procedure Code ( .t<7 V •*/ JSOS ), aectto/i 107 — JVo JCcidence — Party 

ayreviny to he hound down — Order without jurisdiction. 

No person can be lx)uiul down under section 107 of the Criminal Procedure 
Cotle without any evidence beiiiy: iecoide<l that he is about to commit a breach 
of the |)eace. even though he may agree to be bound down. 

Rule obtained by the Accifsed. ^ 

Order under section 107 oi* the Criminal Procedure Code. 

The necessary facts appear front the judgment. 

Mr. Huq and Babu Manmatha Nath Mnkerji for the 
Petitioner. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Rampini J. — This is a rule calling upon the District Magis- 
trate to show cause why the order complained of should not be 
set aside on the ist and 3rd grounds mentioned in the petition. 
The Order complained of is one binding down the petitioner 
under section 107, Criminal Procedure Code. When the proceedings 
were instituted against the petitioner he appeared and, as the 
Magistrate records, agreed to be bound down. ’ He said he was a 
poor man and he had very little expectation of getting any benefit 
by fighting the case. He, therefore, agreed to be bound down. 
There was an appeal to the additional Magistrate and he says : 
“ The learned pleader tVho appeared for the petitioner before me 
urged that as no evidence was taken, the binding down is illegal. 
It seems to me, however, that the case is a clear one and it is the 
duty of the Criminal Court, at least in my opinion, to come to a 
finding which will be fair to the parties and maintain rights which 

* Criminal Rerision No. 955 of 1908 againnt the decision of J R. Black- 
wood Saq t Additional District Magistrate of Backergunge affirming that of 
Baba Jogendra Kumar Obose, Deputy Magistrate of Perojepur, dated the 27fl| 
Noyember ^007. 
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they really poss^.’' It appears to us that the proceeding of the 
Magistrate was illegal, because no evidence was taken. There 
was no evidence to show that the petitioner was about to break 
the peace. It is true that the petitioner agreell to be bound down. 
But that* does not make, him guilty. The proceeding under 
section 107, Criminal Procedure Code, is a precautionary measure 
and not a tri^I for an offence, and in such a proceeding no one 
should be bound* down unless it is shewn that he is about to 
commit a breach of the peace. We, therefore, make the rule 
absolute 
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Rt(/e made absolute. 


Before XI r y ns t ice Rampini and ^fr y ns t ice Sharfnddin. 

DASARATHI MAHAPATRA 

V. 

RAGHU SAHIT. " 

Indtan Penal Code (Act XLV of I860 Sec. 147^Rioting — Common object — 
Xo ejtpeenn finding — .V<» qnextion to common object -^Prejudice. 

Where the Common object of an unlawful asBembly is el^rly set out in the 
charge and there is no question in the lower Courts as to the common object 
•>o set out, a conviction for noting with the object set out is good even though 
there might Ixj no express rinding as to the common object, if the accused has 
not been in any way prejudice<! by the absence of such finding. 

Sabir V. ijneen Kniprcstt fl) and Porenh Nath Sircar v. Emperor (2> 
distinguished. • 

Rule obtained by th<^ accused. 

Conviction for rioting. 

The material facts and circumstances appear from thq judg- 
ment. 

Mr Mounter and Bahu Btdhu Bhnsan Gangnli for the 
Petitioners. * • 

Bahu Dasarathi Sanyhl for the Opposite Party. 

• • . c. A. V, 

The judgment of the Court wa.a delivered by 

Rampini J, — This is a rule t6 show cause why the conviction 
of, and sentences passed on the accused should not be set aside. 
The accused have b«en convicted under section 147, Indian Penad 
Code of rioting and sentenced to undergo rigorous impri^nment 
for a rnontH and to pay a fine of Rs. 20. They have been fonnd to 

• Criminal BeWsion No. 242 of 1908 against the decision of B O Sen, Esq, 
Magistrate, Balasore, dated 27th February 1908, affirming that of Babii B, Chow- 
ihiiri, Deputy Magistrate, dated .3rd Febmary 1908. 

(1) (1894) I L. R. 22.Calc. 276. 

(2) (1905) I. L. R. 33 Calc. 295 ; 2 C. L. J. 516. 
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have attacked the complainant and others, while cutting their 
paddy. The accused’s party were about 30 in number. The 
complainant was beaten and wounded and taken to the thanah 
in a duli, * * 

The main question debated in .the lower Courts Vas as to 
the possession of the land. Both the Courts below found that 
the complainant had been in possession of the Ignd since 1905. 
His ^redecessor-in-interest, that is, his father-in-<iaw, had obtained 
a decree in the Civil Court, had been put in possession of the 
land by the Civil Court and an under-raiyat named Shfbo Jana, 
who had been in actual possession fill then, had gone out and 
the com^plainant’s father-in-law and the complainant had been ever 
since in direct possession and cultivation. The accused ^ had 
therefore no possible right to interfere with the complainant, 
when cutting the paddy. They have been rightly convicted 
of an offence under section 147, Indian Penal Code. 

The learned Counsel for the petitioner impugns the convic- 
tion on technical grounds, the principal of which is that there is 
no finding in the judgments of the lower Courts, as to Jthe common 
object of the uhlawful assembly. He relies on the rulings in the 
case of Sabir v. Queen Empress (i), and Poresh Nath Sircar ' 
Emperor (2), as authorities for holding that this is essential. The 
charge in this case was, however, properly drawn. The common 
object was therein stated to be, to enforce a right or supposed 
right. Now there was no contest in either of the lower Courts 
as to the common object. Nobody ever cont,ended that the 
common object of the assembly, if any, was not to enforce a right 
or supposed right. The lower Courts have therefore not discussed 
this question, and have come to no express finding, couched in 
so many words, on this point ; but it is clear that they both 
impliedly have found that the common object of the unlawful 
assembly was as stated in the charge. .. 

In the case of Sabir v. Emperor (i), it is only said that 
there should be a clear (not an express) finding as to the com- 
mon object, and the rekson for that expression of opinion was 
that in that case there were two possible common objects of the 
assembly and it was not apparent which of them had been 
accepted by the Judge and the Jury. In the case of Poresh 
Nath Sircar v. Emperor (2), according to Mr. Justice Mookerjee, 
the judgment of the Magistrate contained no finding what the 


(1) (1894) I. L. R. 22 Calc. 276. 

(2) (1906) I. L. R 33 Calc. 296 . 2 C. L. J. 516 
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common object *of the assembly was, and the facts found by the 
Sessions Judge completely negatived the common object, set out 
in the charge, which it is pointed out was not stated with due pre- 
cision. The accused were therefore held to h*ave been prejudiced. 
Thj facts*of the present case are very different. As has been 
already explained, there is no defect in the charge. It was never 
contended that the common object of the assembly was or could 
be other than tha! set out in the charge. No plea on the point 
was raised in either of the lower Courts, md from the judgments 
of bothtourts it is clear that they found the common object of 
the assembly to be the same aS stated in the charge. The 'accused 
have in no way been misled or prejudiced. 

,We discharge the rule. The petitioners must be remanded 
to jail to undergo the remainder of their sentences. 

N. K. B. I^ule discharf^ed. 


Crimxkal. * 
I» 08 . 
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Before Mr. Justice Ramptni and Mr, Jtisthe Shar/uddtn. 

SUJJAD AHMEO CHOWDHURY 

• r. 

PARBATI CHARAN ROY and others.* 

Cnmiml Procedure Code (Act V of IHOS)., See. N6 —Junedictton — Notice^ 
H'iiuf of-^Xo wi itten statement called for — Xo opportunity to addvro 
evidence, ^ 

A Magistrate has no jurisdiction to pass an or<ler under section 145 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code without giving notice to the parties, without calling 
for written statemyits from them an^ without giving an oppoitunity to cite 
witnesses or to put in documentary evidence. 

Rule obtained by the 1st Party. 

Order under Sec. 14.5 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment. 
Badu Dasarathi San/al for the Petitioner. 

Air *P. L. I^oy and Babu Anilendra Nath Roy Chr/wdhuri 
for the Opposite Party. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 
Rampini J. — This is a rule to show cause why the order 
complained of shouPd not be set aside. 

The 9rder complained of is one under section 145, Criminal 
Procedure Code, directing that the second party shall remain in 
possession of the disputed land until evicted therefrom in due 

* Criminal Revision No. 137 of 1908 against the order of Monlvic Amina 1 
Islam, Snb-di visional Officer of Jangipur. Murshidabad, dated 19th December 
1907. 
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course of law. It appears that there was a dispute with regard 
to two plots of land extending over an area of 1 200 bighas. The 
police thought that a breach of the peace was likely to occur in 
connection with these lands, and as far as we can see it seems to 
us that the proceedings of the Magistrate were very Irregular. 
In the first place he did not, after drawing up the proceeding 
under section 145 issue notices to the parties. 4Ie apparently 
called the parties bufore him and he says that on the 15th 
December last Johad*^ Ahmed Chowdhury, brother of Sajjad 
Ahmed Chowdhury, the first party, and Ganga Charan Saha, 
aj^ez/t df Parbati Charan Roy met him with a view to settle the 
dispute amicably, but no agreement cou4d be arrived at and 
so at the request of Johad Ahmed a proceeding under section 145, 
Criminal Procedure Code, was drawn up and the 19th December 
was fixed in the presence of both the two persons Johad Ahmed 
Chowdhury and Ganga Charan Shaha for enquiry in the case. 
As far as we can see no notices as required by section 145, 
Criminal Procedure Code, were served on either of the parties. We 
see it is recorded in the ordersheet that notice was tajcen to the 
am^mukhtear of the ist party Babu Paresh Nath Das on the 
19th December, but he refused to receive it. Then two mukhtears 
Babus Kali Kanta Sircar and Lai Mohamed Haji appeared in 
Court on behalf of the first party on that date. 1 hey did not 
file any mukhtearnama so they were not listened to. The Magis- 
trate then proceeded to take the evidence of one witness of the 
name of Ganga Charan Guha on^behalf of the second party and 
decided that there was a likelihood of a breach of the peace 
and that the second party was in possession of the disputed land. 
When he passed his order neither party had filed written state- 
ments. A written statement, on behalf of the second party was 
filed after the ex parte order under section 1451, Criminal Proce- 
dure Code, had been passed. It appears to us tha^t the Magistrate’s 
proceedings in this case are very irregular and they must have 
prejudiced the first party. This irregularity was so great as to 
amount to a want of jurisdiction and to justify our interference. 
No notice was ever served on the ist party in accordance with 
the provisions of sub-section 3 of section 145, Criminal Procedure 
Code. No notice was fixed on a conspicuous place in the locality 
though that may not be essential to the legality of the proceed- 
ings. No written statement was received from either party at 
the time when the order was passed and there had been no 
appearance on behalf of the first party and no opportunity given 
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to cite witnesses or to put in any documentary evidence. In 
these circumstances we do not think* that the Magistrate was 
justified in passing the order which he did. We accordingly 
set it aside as it was passed without jurisdiction^ and make the 
ru^e absolute. 

N'- K. B. Ruic made absolute. 
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Before Mr, Jnsttce Ramptni and Mr. * Justice Sharfuddin. 

GIKIDHi\pi MARVVARl 

V, 

' EMPEROR. • 

Sanction to prosecute — Prosecution piecemeal — Further enquiry — Notice to 
accused — Ceimmil Procedure Cede (Act V of ISOSJ^ section 437, 

It is not desirable that a case should be proceeded with against a person, 
piecemeal. Wheie therefore a person could not be tried on n major charge 
without the sanction of the Civil Court. 

I/eld . he ought not to be tried for minor offences. W 

An order under section 417 of the cfnminal Procedure Cotie made withouCO 
notice to the person proceeded against is bad. Such notice and an opportunity;^ 
to shew cause why the ordei should net Ue made, can be given without im#J^ 
propriety after such person has been airestc^l aiul brought before the Court. * i 

J/andas Sanyal v. SarUulla (I) and Waked Ah v. Fiujteror (2) followed, ^ 

Rule obtained by tb« Accused. * i " " 

Order for further enquiry. ** 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgniMA^' 

Babus Bashratht Sanyal and Suresh Chandra MukherfJ^OtH * 
the Petitioner. . ^ 

Mr, Sinha for the Crown, 

The judgment of the Court was ’delivered by 

Aftn^UU J, — This i^ a rule to show cause why an order for 
further enquiry made by the Magistrate of Bhagulpore on the 
22nd February Jast should not be set aside. 

The petitioner is alleged to have abetted the fabrication of 
a forged bond and to have committed various cognate ofiences. 
This case was enquired into by a Deputy Magistrate who on th& 
27th August 1906 discharged him. The District Magistrate 
then ordered a further enquiry into the case to be made. * This 
order was set aside by this Court on the 4th December 1906. 

No. 303 ot 1908 agftinst the order o£ F, F. Ljall Ebq . 
ilagiatrmte of Bhagalpar,^diited 22nd February 1906. 

UJ (1988) B. IS CiUc, 60S (2; (1905> L L. B. 32 Culc, lOW. 
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The order of this Court was that the ordei of the District Magis- 
trate directing a further enquiry could not be supported, inasmuch 
as it merely states^ that a further enquiry is ordered but it 
gives no reasons whatever on the part of the District Magistrate 
for differing from the view taken of th*e case by the Subordinate 
Magistrate. Mpreover it appears in the c^ase that the order was 
passed by the Magistrate without giving any ^notice to the 
acci^ed of the application. We think that cert*ainly in case of 
this sort the Magistrate before he passed any order directing a 
further^enquiry ought to have issued a notice to the accused and 
to have heard what he had to say in opposition to the application. 
Now the District Magistrate has on the 22hd February last again 
ordered a further enquiry to be made into the case against the 
petitioner, again omitting to give him a notice or calling upon 
him to show cause why this order should not be made. 

Again the propriety of the order is impugned on 2 grounds, 
(i) that the question of the genuineness of the bond has been tried 
by the Civil Court, which has hqjd it to be a forgery and that 
the case against the petitioner cannot proceed without the sanc- 
tion of the Civil Court, (2) that no notice was given before the 
further enquiry under section 437 was ordered. To this Mr. 
Sinha for the District Magistrate of Bhagulpur replies (i) that 
the decision of the Civil Court has alter^ed the circumstances and 
that^ although the case against the petitioner cannot proceed as 
regardb the main charge of forgery, or abatement of forgery 
without the sanction of the Ci^il Court, the. charges against 
him under sections 423 Penal Code and 82 of the Registration 
Act can be so proceeded with : (2) that the law does not require 
notice to be given before an order under section 437 can be made: 
(3) that in this case, it was not advisable to give a notice, as the 
Magistrate had received information that the petitioner was 
about to abscond. • • 

But it would seem to us that (1) it is desirable if the case 
against the petitioner is to proceed that it should riot be proceeded 
with piecemeal and that therefore the sanction of the Civil 
Court should be obtained to his prosecution, on the main charge 
before any further proceedings against him are taken ; (2) though 
the la,vv does not prescribe the giving of a notice before an order 
under section 437 can be made, the Full Bench decision of this 
Court in Haridas Sanya I v. Saritulla (i) recently followed in 
Wahed Alt v. Emperor (2) does require such a notice to be given, 
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and any order under section 437 made without giving such a 
notice, must under the rulings of this Court, be set aside. The 
notice can be given, and an opportunity afforded the petitioner 
to show cause why the order for further enquiry should not be 
ma(|e, witTiout improprietyafter his arrest and after he is brought 
before the Court. 

VVe accordingly make the rule absolute and set aside the 
order of the MagTstrate of Bhagalpur, datecf the 22nd February 
last complained of. • 

N. K. B. ^ Rule made a^ydute. 
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Before Mr. Justice Fie k her. 

BRAJENDRA KISIIORK ROY CHOWDHURY* 

CLAliKK. 

House search — tmhan Arms Acf {XI of iS7S), section 'Jo JJode o/ ('iimiiuil 
Procedure { \ of tSilS) «ecfiont 91, - Judicial (ifhee/s Piotection 

Act {XV [Jl of 1S50), lecfiou / 

The defendant who did not, befoic cauKiug the He.nrrlj of the plaintiff’s 
house to be made, first record the giounds of his belief as provided for by 
section 25 of the Arms Act, could not justify the search under the provisions 
of the said act. * 

As there wao no proceeding pendir^ before him, the (lefcndant was not a 
‘ Court ’ within the iicaning of section 94 of the Code of Criminal l^rocedure, 
and therefore the defendant could not direct a searrh to l>e ma<le in his presence 
under the provisions of section 105 of the Co<lc 

The search having ix;cn for the jnirjioses of discovering arms gencially, 
section 165 of the Code did not apply. 

Conducting a s^rc^ for arni| is not an act done in discharge of a judicial 
duty. Act ^VIll of 1^50 (Judicial Officers rrotcction Act) does not apply to 
such a case. 

Even where a qpfendant’s bona fides in conducting a search is establisheil, 
it does not release him from the obligation the law ^casts upon him as being in 
supreme control of the search party from seeing that the search was conducted 
in a proper and reasonabl^manner In such a case the damages shouhl bc« 
substantial and not merely nominal. • 

Suit fobdainage.8 for wrongful tre.spass &c. , 

This suit was originally instituted in the Court of the 
3rd Subordinate Judge of Mymensing (i). After the written 

* * Extra ordinary Original Civil Jurisdiction. 

(1) Original • suit No 74 of 1907 before the 3rd Subordinate Judge of 

Mymensing. 
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statement had been filed in this suit the defenoant on the 26th 
November 1907 applied to the District Judge of Mymen- 
sing for the transfer of the case to his file from the file of the 
Subordinate Judge ^on the ground that having regard to the 
circumstances of the case “ it was desirable for the purposes of 
justice that the said case should be tried in the District Judge’s 
Court which i^the highest judicial tribunal in the district.” The 
plaintiff thereupon applied before the High Qoi|rt in its extraor- 
dirfary original civil jurisdiction for a transfer of the case to the 
High Court. This application was granted. 

Mr. A. Chowdhury ( with Ma^srs. Chakrabarti, Roy., Pugh 
and Lahiri) for the Plaintiff. 

Nfr. Gregory ( with Mr. Bagram ) for the Defendant. 

Mr. Chowdhury. — This is a simple case of trespass* But 
the defence is that the defendant is protected by various statutes. 
First of all, it is said that section 25 of the Arms Act justifies 
the search. But it cannot apply, as the defendant did not comply 
with the provisions of the section before commencing the search. 
Strict compliance with the provisions is absolutely essential 
where the liberty of a subject is to be infringed. * Secondly., the 
provisions in the Code of Criminal Procedure relating to search 
are contained in sections 96, 98, 105 and 165. Sections 96 and 
98 do not apply and therefore the Magistrate had no power to 
direct a search in his presence undei section 105. Section 165 
also does not apply as it refers to police officers only. Lastly, 
the defendant is not protected under Act XVIII of 1850 as he 
is not an “ officer acting judicially ” nor is the act of search 
order.ed by him an act ^‘done by him in discharge of his judicial 
duty.” It is a purely executive act alleged to have been done to 
keep the King’s peace. 

Mr. Bagram. — Although the defendant did not record his 
reasons as directed by section 25 of the Arms Act, it was 
only a technical mistake which ought not to penalise a man 
who was doing his best to preserve the peace^ of the district. 
There may be occasions when a delay of even a few minutes may 
be great moment. In any case the Magistrate acted bona fide. 
Under section 165 of the Criminal Procedure Code, a police 
officer can make a search. In this case the defendant accom- 
panied the police officers and was near at hand to direct and 
control them. As to the Judicial Officers Protection Act, it is 
very difficult to state which act of a Magistrate is judicial and 
which executive, both judicial and executive functions being 
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vested in the same man. A particular act may be both judicial 
i and executive at the same time. 

c. A. V. 

The judgment of the Court was as follows : — 

•In this suit the plaintiff, who is a wealthy zemindar in the 
district of Mymensingh, sues the defendant^ who is a member of 
the Indian Civif Service and was during the month of April 1907 
District Magistrate of Mymensingh, to recover damages foi^an 
alleged yespass committed by the defendant in searching the 
plaintiff’s cutcherry at Jamal|y^re on the 28th of Apri^ 1907. 
The defence raised by the defendant is that he was authorized to 
conduct the search by statute. The statutory provisions relied 
on b^^ the defendant are, (//) The Indian Arms Act, 1878, 
(/>) The Code of Criminal Procedure and (r) Act XVIII of 1850 
an Act for the protection of Judicial Officers ”). 

Now the facts relating to the search may be shortly stated as 
follows : — On the 28th April 1907 the defendant who was then 
at Mymensingh received in the eafly morning an urgent telegram 
from Mr. Bsffneville, the sub-divisional officer, anc^ Mr. Luffman, 
the head of the police at Jamalpore informing him that a riot 
had narrowly been averted on the previous night. The state of 
feeling between the Hindus and Mahomedans at Jamalpore had 
been very intense sinc^ the 21st April but the reasons for the 
origin of that state are not material to be considered here. , 

Upon receipt of the telegram abovementioned the defendant 
started for Jamalpore and arrived there at about 10 o’clock in the 
morning. On his arrival he was informed by Mr. Luffman of 
the fact that a man named Gander Sheik had been wounded on 
the previous evening by a shot fixed from a revolver or a gun 
and that the police had heard that the zemindars had been 
storing firearms in* their 

Uporf receipt of this information the defendant determined 
to search the cute hemes of certain zemindars in the district 
including the plaintiff’s cutcherry and having summoned certain 
gentleman to be witnesses of the search, he proceeded on the 
afternoon of the 28tl^ April to search the cutcherties accompanied 
by Mr. Barneville, Mr. Luffman and a number of police mid the 
witnesses fo the search. The plaintiff’s cutcherry was searched 
} between 3 and 4 in the afternoon and it is with regard to this 
search that the plaintiff seeks to recover damages in this suit. 
The defendant admits the fact of the search and that it was done 
by his orders and under his direction but pleads that he was 
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authorised to conduct the search by virtue of the provisions of 
the statutes above-mentioned. 

Now the general rule of the common law is that a Magis- 
trate is liable in an Action of trespass for aits done by him to the 
persons or property of others unless he can justify the act^ 
as having been done under the authority of the law. And if a 
Magistrate pleads a statute or statutes as justifying his acts he 
must bring himself within the words of the statute strictly. 

It becomes necessary therefore in the first place to consider 
the statutory provisions relied on by the defendant as authorising 
the seaVch. ' 

The first of these statutory provisions is section 25 of the 
Indian Arms Act 1878 which is in the following terms : — ‘‘ Where- 
ever any Magistrate has reason to believe that any person 
residing within the local limits of his jurisdiction has in his 
possession any arms, ammunition, or military stores for any 
unlawful purpose or that such person cannot be left in the 
possession of any such arms, ammunition or military stores 
without danger to the public peace ; such Magistrate having first 
recorded the grounds of his belief may cause a search to be made 
of the house or premises occupied by such person or in which 
such Magistrate has reason to believe such arms, ammunition or 
military stores are or is to be found, may seize and detain the 
same although covered by a license and keep in safe custody for 
such time as he thinks necessary. The search in such case shall 
be conducted by or in the presence of a Magistrate or by or in 
the presence of some officer specially empowered in this behalf 
by name or in virtue of his office by the local Government. ” 
The defendant admits in the present case that he did not before 
causing the search to be made first record the grounds of his 
belief as provided by section 25 of the Arm^ Act. He says he 
had no copy of the Arms Act with him although he.admits he 
could have obtained one from the sub-divisional officer in a few 
minutes. 

In these circumstances the defendant not having complied 
with the provisions of that statute cannot justify the search 
under the provisions of the Indian Arms Act. 

Secondly, the defendant relies upon the provisions of sections 
105 and 165 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. Section 105 of 
the Criminal Procedure Code enacts that a Magistrate may 
direct a search to be made in his presence of any place for the 
search of which he is competent to issue a search warrant under 


' Civil. 
1908. 

Brftjendra Kishbrc 
B07 Chowdhury 

p. 

Clarke. 



HIGH COURT. 


f VoL. vm.] 

I provisions of t^e Code. It is obvious in the present case, the 
defendant was not competent to issue a search warrant under the 
^ provisions of the Criminal Procedure Code. The defendant was 
not acting as a “court” within the mea*ning of section 94 
of ^the Criminal Procedure Code as there was no proceeding 
pending before him. 

But then tit is said that even if the defendant cannot justify 
the search undei* the provisions of section* 105 of the Criiijinal 
Procedure Code, yet as he took Mr. Luffnftm along with him who 
was making an investigation into the case of Gander, the man 
who had been wounded on the night of the 27th April, the 
search can be justified as being a search made by Mr. LUffman. 

In my opinion this section will not avail the defendant. I 
am satisfied on the evidence that the search was not intended to , 
be under the provisions of sections 165 of the Criminal Procedure 
Code. The search of the plaintifi’s and the other cutcherries was 
for the purpose of discovering arms generally which section 165 
does not authorise. 

In my opinion the search made by the defendant was not, 
nor was it ever intended that it should be, mad*e under section 
165 of the Criminal Procedure Code and I accordingly hold that 
that section does not justify the defendant’s action. 

Lastly the provisions of Act XVIII of 1850 (“ an Act for 
the protection of judicial officers ” ) are relied on by the defen- 
dant. Such Act provides that no Judge, Magistrate, Justice of 
the Peace, CoHector or othef persons acting judicially shall be 
liable to be sued in any Civil Court for any act done or ordered 
to be done by him in discharge of his judicial duty whefher or 
not within the limits of his jurisdiction provided that he acted in 
good faith. 

Now in or 3 ei*that th^ defendant should bring himself within 
the provisions of -that Statute it^is necessary that the act done or 
ordered to be done by him should be done or ordered to be done 
by him in discharge of his judicial duty. What judicial duty was 
the defendant performing in conducting tKe search of the plaintiffs 
premises ? In my ^pinion he was performing no judicial duti^^ 
at all. The defendant as District Magistrate has important 
duties both executive and judicial cast upon him and the ^efen- 
r dant was not, I think, performing any judicial duty in conducting 
the search of the plaintiff’s premises for arms. 

In these circumstances I must hold that the search of the 
plaintiffs premises by and under the direction of the defendant 
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was not warranted by law. The entry by the defendant into the 
plaintiff’s premises being therefore a trespass, I have to consider 
before I determine w^iat amount of damage?^ I shall award to the 
plaintiff whether the defendant was actuated by malice or other 
improper motives. 

It cannot be said in this case that the defendant had any 
feelings of hatred or revenge against the plaintiff ^*ith whom he 
was not acquainted. It has, however, been argued that the 
defendant had in the unfortunate disturbances which had arisen 
between the Hindus and the Mahomedans at Jamalpore taken the 
side of the Mahomedans and that the search on the 28th April 
1907 was really conducted by the defendant owing to the im- 
proper feelings that he held against the Hindus at Jamalpore 
generally. In support of this it is alleged that as the defendant 
when he arrived at Jamalpore on the morning of April 28th 
was aware that the Mahomedans had previously announced by 
beat of drum that the Government had given them permission 
to loot the Hindus’ property and marry their widows in 
form and that a large number of Hindus were fleeing from the 
place in a state of panic, if the defendant had honestly done his 
duty he would in the first place have tried to restore confidence 
to the Hindus by assuring them of the impartiality of the 
Government. 

It may be that a man of wider experience or riper judgment 
would have done so but even if I were to assume that this was 
the primary duty of the defendant this allegation against the 
defendant only comes to this, namely, that he committed an 
error of judgment. The defendant was severely cross-examined 
by the learned counsel for the plaintiff and I am satisfied from 
what I have heard in this case that the defendant in determining 
upon the search that was made on the 28th April 1907 was 
acting boudfide and was not actuated by malice or other -improper 
motives against any particular individual or section of the 
community. 

But whilst I find' that the defendant was not actuated by 
malice I cannot absolve the defendant vvith regard to one 
matter, « namely, that the defendant failed to exercise proper 
supervision and control over the people under him conducting 
the search. Now what are the facts relating to the actual search 
itself? By the time the defendant and the searching party 
reached the plaintiff’s cutcherry^ the cutcherries of three other 
zemindars and a Hindu temple had been previously searched 
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without finding^ anything suspicious. In these circumstances one 
would have thought that the plaintiff would have then doubted 
whether the information given to him by the police was correct 
and would have proceeded with great circumspection, the more 
especially so, as he admits that at the search of one of the 
cufcherries previously searched a complaint had been made to 
him by a Hmdu gentleman who was accompartying the search 
party as to the, method in which the search was being conducted. 
What then are the facts relating to tjie actual search of the 
plaintiff^ cutcherry ? The servants of the plaintiff (e.xcept one 
Safhallah a Mahomedan wh® had charge of the key» of the 
cutcherry and who was not on the premises when the defendant 
and the search party arrived) having fled owing to the 'panic, it 
became necessary for the search party to break open the outer 
door of the cutcherry. Having thus effected an entrance some of * 
the Mahomedan mob which had collected and were accompany- 
ing the search party were requisitioned to go and bring 
and assist in opening the boxes which contained the zemindary 
papers. That the search was coiRlucted with unnecessary damage 
to the property of the plaintiff cannot to my miud be doubted 
for an instant. The papers out of various boxes in the ( utchcrry 
were strewn haphazardly on the floor of the cutcherry. Mr. 
Horniman (ff the “Statesman” newspaper who accompanied by 
Mr. Newman of the “Krtglishman” newspaper had been speci- 
ally delegated to proceed to Jamalpore and report on the state 
of the disturbances at Jamalpoj-e has graphically described the 
condition of affairs as he found them at the plaintiff’s cutcherry 
on May ist. I am satisfied on the evidence that the state of 
affairs at the plaintiff’s cutcherry on May ist was the same as it 
had been left on the conclusion of the search. 

It is only J^ir^ however, to the defendant to state that ne 
had no previous experiefice in conducting a search and that he 
did not himself enter the cutcherry, but relied on the police to 
conduct the search in a proper manner. But whilst this goes to 
establish the defendant’s it dges not release him from 

the obligation the law casts upon him as being in supreme control 
of the search party ftom seeing that the search was conducteS 
in a proper and reasonable manner. * 

Turning then to the question of damages I am of opinion 
that the conduct of the defendant has not been such as the 
damag^ to be awarded should be exemplary. But whilst I think 
that the damages should not be exemplary, I also think that 
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they must be substantial. I am unable to accede to the argument 
of the learned counsel for the defendant that the damages in 
this case should be purely nominal. 

Having given th*e matter the best consideration that I can^ 
I think the justice of the case would be met if I order the defen- 
dant to pay to the plaintiff Rs. 500 as damages. The defendant 
must also pay to the plaintiff his costs of this suit on scale No. 2. 

Mr. H. N. Dutfy Attorney for the plaintiff.' 

Messrs. Sanderson*^ Co., Attorneys for the defendant, 
s. c. R. 

« e— 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


* Before the Hon^hle R. F. Rampini^ Acting Chief Justice and 
• Mr. Justice Ryves. 

Civil. JAMADAR SINGH 

1908t 

— SERAJUDDIN AHAMMAD'CHOWDHRY and others * 

3 mm , 5, 1/, 17. 

Gnu I Procedure Code {XIV of 2882)^ Sec 13, Pu^jd. II. — Mutter— Subject 

matter need not be name— ^ Kent Smt— Hr parte decree. 

A sued B for rent lor a certain periotl and obtained an exparte decitje 
which was executed. A then sued B for rent for a subsequent period , B took 
as defence that he was cntitle<l to creiht for sums which he allegeil had been 
paid before the first suit w'as l>rought, and credit for wdiich ought to have been 
allowed in that amt. 

Held, that this defence was not open to B as he migh/ and ought to have 
taken it in the former suit. 

Explanation II to section 13 of the Code of Civil Procedure does not lay 
down that the issue and the subject matter of the two suits must be the same 
but that the matter directly aiul substantially at issue must have been directly 
and substantially at issue in the previous suit. It is not necessary that the 
subject matter of the two suits should be the sa.ne and that the matter of the 
subsequent suit should have been heiyrd or have l>een finally decided by a 
competent Court in the former suit. 

8n Qopal v. Pxrtin Singh (1) followed. 

Dictum ol Baiierji J. in Kaihinh Monaul v. Baroda Snndart Dan (2*, 
H’ixnm'/A Chandra Maitra v. Baroda Das Maitra (3), Kajendra Nath Qhose v, 
Tarangini Dan {4t) and Suij tram Marivari v. BarhaJedeo Pershad (5) distin* 
guishcMl, 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1030 of 1906, against the decree of 
H. Walmlslcy, Esq , Officiating District Judge of Dacca, date»l the 3 l 8 t March 
1906, reversing that of Babu Khetra Nath Dutt, Subordinate Judge, Ist Court, 
of Dacca, dat^ the 81st August 1905. 

( 1 ) (1897) I. L. R. 90 All. 110 (F. B.) (3) (1900) 1. L. B. 28 Calc. 17. 

(2) (1897) I. L. R. 24 Calc. 711 at 714. (4) (1904) I C. L, J. 248. 

(6) (1905) 1 C. L. J. 337 . 
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Appeal by the Defendant. 

Suit for arrears of rent due under a lease. 

The facts of the ftise appear sufficiently from the judgment 
of Ryves*J. 

^ Dr, Priya Nath Sen for the Appellant. 

Bahti Sure^idra Nath Guha for the Respondents. 

• • • c. A. V. 

Tlie judgments of the Court were as £r>llows : 

Bampini C. J. — The defendant is the appellant before us. 
TheJacts of the case are fully set forth in the judgment of the 
District Judge. « ’• 

The only question we have to decide is whether the District 
Judge is right in holding that the exparte decree for rent due 
from Pous 1306 to Pous 1308 had the effect of res jndicata and 
of deciding that all accounts between the parties up to Pous 
1308 were finally settled. There is no question as to the pay- 
ments made during the period for which rent was sued in the 
previous suit« The defendant paid Rs. 1,400-8 and the plaintiff, 
in the previous suit, credited him with Ks. 842 only, deducting 
Rs. 548-8 on account, it is said, of half mutation fees alleged by 
him to have been realised by the defendant from the raiyats. It 
is to be noted that the decree in the previous suit was duly 
executed. The first Court finds that the plaintiff has not satis- 
factorily established that the defendant realised these fees, and 
the District Judge has not disptaced this finding. If the exparte 
decree has not the effect, as the Judge holds it has, of settling 
all accounts between the parties and starting them with a* clean 
state from the last quarter of 1308, then the question of setoff 
claimed by the defendant in this suit. should have been enquired 
into. • • 
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Now,# the decree was no doubt an one and decided 

no other question than that the defendant owed the plaintiff the 
sum of Rs. 842 for rent after deducting Rs. 548-8, credited to 
another account. But this latter sum is the very sum which the 
defendant claims to set off in this suit. It was held in tha 
previous suit to be due from the defendant because the plaintiff 
had deducted that amount from the payments proved on account 
of other debts due from the defendant. If the defendant did not 
agree to that deduction, he should have raised in the previous 
suit thexlefence he raises in the present one, and, as he did not 
do so, under explanation II to section 13 Civil Procedure Code, 
I consider that he cannot raise it now. 
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The learned pleader for the appellant, however, contends 
that this is not so, for two reasons (i) that the question at issue in 
the previous suit >^as different from that at issue in the present 
suit, and (2) that explanation II to section 13 cannot be relied 
on, as the subject matters of the two suits are not the same. 

I am, ho^^;ever, of opinion that the question which the 
defendant raises in this suit is the very question which was at 
issua in the previous suit, what was the amount of rent due 
from the defendant for the period — Pous 1306 to 1308. The 
plaintiff in that suit alleged that it was Rs. 842. The defendant 
did not traverse this allegation, which he should have dond^ if 
he contended that he had paid more than Rs. 842. The de- 
fence which the defendant raises in this suit is the very same as 
what he should have raised in the previous suit, viz.<^ that he did 
not owe so much as Rs. 842 for that period and that the plaintiff 
had improperly failed to credit him with the sum of Rs. 548-8. 
In support of his second plea, the learned pleader for the 
appellant has cited the follov^ing cases, tn'z.y Sarkum Abu v. 
Rahaman Buksh{i)y Kailash Momhil v. Baroda Sundari Dasi (2), 
Wootncsh Chandra Maitra v. Barada Das Maitra (3), Rajendra 
Nath Ghosc v. Tarangiui Dasi (4), and Snrjtuim Marwaii 
V. Barhamdeo Pcrsad (5). I do not think it necessrry to discuss 
all these cases at length. It is sufficient *^0 say that, although in 
some of these cases there are expressions which support the 
plea of the learned pleader for the appellant, I think all that is 
meant is that, as held by Banerji J in Rajendra Nath Ghosc v. 
Taran^ni Dasi (4), “ the explanation would have meaning and 
effect where the subject matter is the same in the two suits or 
where the subject matter of the second suit is the same as that 
of the issue tried in the first suit, notwithstanding that any 
ground of attack or defence, was noi, expressly raised”. The 
limitation that for explanation i II of section 13 to have any 
application, the subject matters of the two suits must be the 

same, is not to be found in section 1 3 itself. If this view were 
• *■ 

strictly applied, then, in suits for arrears of rent there could be 
no res judicata at all for the subject matters of successive suits 
for arrears of rent are necessarily different. But what the 
rulings cited by the learned pleader for the appellant must 
mean is, as laid down by section 13, that the matter directly and 


(1) (1896) 1. L. R 24 Cnlc, 83. (8) (1900)^ I. L. R- 28 Calc. 17. 

(2) (1897) I. L. R. 24 Calc. 711. (4) (1904) 1 C. L. J. 248. 

• (5) (1905) 1 C. L. J. 337. 
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substantially at issue must have been directly and substantially at 
issue in the previous suit. They cannot and do not, in my 
opinion lay down that both the issues, (mhU the subject matters 
of the two suits must be the same, before explanation 11 can be 
applied. *Now, I have already pointed out that the question as 
to the amount of rent due by the defendant from 1306 to 1308 
was the question at issue in the previous rent suit against the 
defendant and'i^ at issue in the present due. It is, therefore, 
in my opinion, not necessary that the subject matters of the two 
suits should be the same. 

Another point as to the application of explanation II to 
section 13 on which there is some conflict is as to whether the 
matter which might and ought to have been raised in the former 
suit, but was not so raised, must have been heard and finally 
decided in the previous suit. As pointed out in the Full Bench 
case of Srt Gofial Pirtht Stns^h (i) this would not seem to be 
required. Seeing that the decree in the previous rent suit 
against the defendant has been duly executed, it is clear that the 
matter of th# set off the defendant now claims has been at 
least finally decided in the previous suit I would, therefore, 
dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Ryves — The facts of this case are as follows : 

The plaintiffs (respondents) the zemindars leased an ijara 
mehal to defendant (appellant) by a registered lease on 19th 
f^hadra 1306, (i e. 4th September 1899) for a period of seven 
years at an annual rental of 800 payable by quarterly instal- 
ments of Rs 200 with a stipulation that any sum not paid on 
due date should carry interest at 2 per cent per mensum. In 
1902 the plaintiffs brought a suit in the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge of Dacca against the defendant to recover arrears of rent 
and interest due* under the lease up to the instalment of Pous in 
the year 1508. (January 1902). 

In the plaint of that suit the plaintiffs stated that, out of 
the whole amoftnt of rent which had become due, they had 
received from the defendant sums aggregating Rs. 852 towards 
the rent ; and, giving credit for that amount, prayed to recover^ 
the balance. Notice of the suit was served on the def^dant, 
who is a resident of the District of Mozafferpore. He, howjever, 
did not appear ; the suit was decreed exparte. The defendant 
made no attempts to challenge that decree and allowed execution 
to be taken out against him for the full amount decreed. 

(1) (1897)’ I UR 20 All 110(11.3). 
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On the ist April 1903 the plaintiffs brought tne present suit, 
out of which this appeal arises, in the same Court against the 
defendant, for arrears of rent due under the same lease, for five 
instalments from Chfeyt 1308. The defendiint contested the suit, 
and the main defence was that, for the period covered by the 
previous suit, he had in fact paid sums amounting to Rs. 1,400-8 
as renty whereas the plaintiff had given him credit for Rs. 852 
only. In the written statement it is stated “ in the said suit 
(1. e, the previous suit) the plaintiffs did not give credit for the 
total amount of Rs. 548-8-0 paid by the defendant on^ different 

dates on account of the rent of the mehal under claim 

The defendant is entitled to get credit for the said amount and a 
set off against the present claim ; and the defendant accordingly 
prays for the same. As the plaintiffs have brought the present 
suit by artfully omitting to credit the said amount, they cannot 
get any relief. All the documents that are with the defendant 
showing that the aforesaid amount has been paid, are filed 
herewith.” 

In the first Court, it was (iontended on behalf of the plain- 
tiffs that this plea of ‘‘set off” was barred by the rule of 
res judicata. 

This plea was overruled by the Court of first instance, which 
held that Rs. 448-8-0 had in fact been paid by the defendant 
towards the rent for the period covered by the former suit and had 
wrongly been credited by plaintiffs to another account, and, deduct- 
ing this amount, gave plaintiffs a, decree for the balance claimed. 
This decree was reversed on appeal by the District Judge. 

The defendant has appealed to this Court. The only ground 
pressed in appeal is that the rule of res judicata does not apply. 
It was argued that that rule does not apply, Jirstly^ because the 
subject matter of the two suits "was not identicul, being sums of 
money due as rent for different years, and secondly y that the issue 
in this case, whether Rs. 548-8-0 had been paid by defendant to 
plaintiffs as rent in the years covered by the former suit, had not 
been “ heard and finally decided ” in that suit and that conse- 
quently that decision did not bar the hearing of the issue in 
this si\it. 

A number of authorities were relied on in support of these 
arguments and I will refer to them later. 

The fundamental principles on which the rule of res judicata 
is based are well-known and are common to all modern 
jurisprudence. 
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It has been*Said Justice requires that every cause should be 
once fairly tried and public tranquillity demands that, having 
been tried once, all litigation about that cause should bf 
concluded for ever between those parties.” • 

Reading section 13 of the Code of Civil Procedure together 
with explanation II, the meaning of the rule, it seems to me, 
would run. “No Court shall try any suit or issue* in which the 
matter directly, substantially in issue, has been directly and 
substantially in issue, or which might §nd ought to have Been 
directly •and ’ substantially in issue, in a former suit between the 
same parties etc.” • • 

If this reading is correct, then it seems to be clear. that the 
fact ^whether this sum of Rs. 548-8, now claimed had or had not 
been paid by the defendant might and ought to have been made 
an issue in the former suit and cannot be re-opened. In effect 
the decision of the first Court is equivalent to a denial by the 
Court that this sum h^d been paid and not credited as now 
alleged by the defendant because it found that the amount due 
for rent for the period of the suit? was as stated by the plaintiff — 
from this finding it follows that the Court held on the materials 
before it that the statement of the plaintiffs that Rs. 852 only 
had been paid by the defendant was correct. The decisions of 
the Privy Council seem to me conclusive in this view. They are 
Kameswar Pershad v. I^aJ Kuntari Rutian (i), and Sri Gopal v. 
Pirthi Singh (2) ; I need not refer to other authorities. 

The rulings relied on by^he learned pleader for the appell- 
ants are the following, Sarktim Ahu Torab Abdul Waheb v. Raha- 
man Buksh (3). According to the head note to that case,* it was 
there decided “ the relief claimed in the second suit was not 
resjudicatay the subject matters of the two suits being distinct.” 
In the body of^ the judgment, Kowever, it appears that the Court 
held the* second suit was quite different from the first. Thus at 
page 90 the judgment runs : “ fn the suit of 1881 the question of 
the title of the plaintiffs as I^hadims was not raised either 
directly or indirectly. They sued them as strangers to the office 
and failed in their suit in consequence of having put their claim 
exclusively upon tliat footing,” That being so it was held that 
the second.suit, base4 on a totally different title, was not barred. 
It is significant, too, that after examining a number of authorities 
quoted in support of the opposite view, their Lordships held, 
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. (1) (1893) I, L. R. 20 Calc. 79 ; L. B. 10 I. A. 284. 

(2) (1902) I. L. R. 24 AU. 249. (3) (1896) I. L. R, 24 Calc. 83. 
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immediately before the sentence above quoted/ ‘‘ these cases go 
to show that when a question has necessarily been decided in 
effect though not in express terms between the parties to a suit, 
it cannot be raised again although in a different form between 
the same parties in another suit.’^ r 

Now, as I have said above, decision of the first Court in 
effect was that Rs. 852 only had been paid by ^he defendant as 
rent for the years covered by that suit. Thisxase, therefore, on 
examination does not seem to help the appellant. The next case 
was Kailash Mondtil v. Baroda Sundati Dasi {i). At first sight 
that c^se and certain observatioVis of Banerjee J. in particular, 
do appear to support his argument. The learned Chief Justice 
said “ all that the Court previously decided was that a particular 
amount of rent he claimed was due from the defendant to the 
plaintiff. Can it be said to follow that the rent now claimed is of 
necessity, by reason of that decision, equally due from the defen- 
dant or that the defendant is to be debarred from setting up any 
defences he may have to the present action ? ” 

He goes on to say with reference to explanation II we 
have no materials before us to enable us to say that the matter 
which the defendant now desires to set up might or ought to 
have been made ground of defence in the particular action in 
respect of that particular rent.” 

This is enough to distinguish this case. It is true in that 
case Banerjee J observed at page 714, and his observations have 
been embodied in the headnote, granting that the matter now 
in issue might and ought to have been made a ground of defence 
in the former suit, the question still remains whether it ‘has been 
heard and finally decided ’ by the Court within the meaning of 
section 13.” It is very difficult to see how a matter which 
ex hypothcsi was not before the former Court could possibly have 
been heard and finally decided by it : and it seems to me that if 
this were necessary, the whole of explanation II would be render- 
ed meaningless. In Woomesh Chandra Maitra v. Barada Das 
Maitra (2), Ameer Alf and Brett JJ, quoted with approval the 
djictum of Banerjee J, in the last-mentioned case, but as they add 
“ we dc^ not know what the nature of the former suit was, as the 
pleadipgs are not before us " it may be that, in the materials 
available in the present litigation, they would have arrived at a 
different conclusion. In Rajendra Nath Ghost v. Tarangini 
Dasi (3), Banerjee J. followed his dictum in Kaila%h Mondul v. 

(1) (1897) I. L R.24 CMC 711. (2) (1900; I L. B. 28 Calc. 17. 

(3) (1904) 1C. L. J. 248. 
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Baroda Sundari Dast (i), and went further holding apparently 
that that explanation II to section 13 applies not only when the 
matter which ought to Ijave been made a defence in the former suit 
has been Bnally determined in the former suit, but also only when 
the subject matter of the twb suits is identical. If this is so, the rule 
can never apply to rent suits or to suits in which claims are made 
on a periodical^ recurring liability. This would very materially 
restrict the usefuln*ess and policy of the rule, although there i^no 
apparent ^reason but rather the contrary \vhy it should not apply 
in all its fulness to litigation jiaturally constantly recurripg and 
arising out of one and the same transaction. 

The only other case referred to us in this connection was 
Sutytf^jm Marwan Barhamdeo Persad^ (2) in which Mookerjee J. 
adopted the dicta of Banerjee J in the last mentioned case. In 
discussing the Privy Council decision of Sri Gopal v. Pirthi 
Sifij^/ty (3) however, that learned Judge says in page 250. “The 
true test is, as, Sir Ford North puts it in Sn Gopal v. Pirthi 
Smghy (4), could the first mortgagee, if he had set up his 
earlier security, obtain in the previous suit what he asks now and 
thus avoid the necessity for the subsequent suit.’’ Applying 
this test to the present suit I certainly think the rule of resfudi- 
cata operates ps a bar to raising the issue of set off. 

With reference to alljthese latter cases it is open to consider- 
ition how far they are affected by the decision of the Prjvy 
Council in Sri Gopal v. Pirthi Singh (3). In that case when 
before the Full Biench of the Allahabad High Court (4) the case of 
Kailash Mondtil v. Baroda Sundari (5), on which these latter 
decisions are largely based, was discussed, the Full Bench held in 
the clearest terms, contrary to that decision, “ it is quite certain 
that in order to make section of the Code of Civil Procedure 
ipplicable it is not necessary that the matter of the subsequent 
suit shouW have been heard gr have been finally decided by a 
:ompetent Court in the former suit, when the case is one to 
ivhich Explanation II applies.” Tfie Privy Council in upholding 
^he decision of the Full Bench would seem at least inferentially 
to have agreed in 4he reasons for that decision. If so, thoi 
authority of these later decisions, so far as they are inconsistent 
ivith Sri Gopal v. Pirthi Singh (4) would seem to have been shaken. 

For the above reasons I would dismiss the appeal with costs. 

T. M. Appeal dismissed, 

(1) (1«S7) I. L R. 24 CrIc, 711. (2) (1906) 1 C. L. J. 837. 

(8) (1902) I. L. R. 24 AIL 429 (4/ (1897> I. L. R. 20 AU. 110. 

(5) (1897) I. L. B. 24 Calc. 7lt 
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Before Sir Francis W. Maclean, K. C. /. E. Chief Justice and 
Mr. Justice Doss. 

•BIRAJ MOHINI DASI 

V. 

KEDAR NATH KARMOKAR. * 

Mcidence^ admissibility of— Compromise^ petition of — Criminal proceedings, with- 

drawal of— Order not incorporating terms of petituxn. 

t)n account of some disipute between the parties which resulted in Criminal 
proceedings, a petition was presented m those proceedings and in consequence 
they weBO withdrawn but no order was parsed incorporating the terms of the 
petition. 

A suit for increased rent was afterwards brought by one of the parties 
against the other on the basis of the petition. 

Held : that the petition being unregistered and affecting immovable property 
exceeding Rs. 100 in value, was not admissible in evidence. 

Pranal Anni v. Lakshmi Anni (1), Kali Charan Ghosal v. Ram Chandra 
Mandal (2) and Dirhhadra Rath v. Kalpatarn Panda (3) referred to. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for rent. » 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Bahii Gunada Churn Sen for the Appellant. 

Babu Monmotha Nath Mnkerjt for the Respondent. 

The judgment of Court was as follows : 

Maclean C, J. — ^The only qu^jstion on this appeal is whether 
a petition which was filed in certain criminal proceedings between 
the present plaintiff and defendant is admissible in evidence 
when it has not been registered. There was some dispute 
between the partiesy which resulted in criminal proceedings and 
the petition in question was presented^in those ’ proceedings ; and 
in consequence they were withdrawn, but no order \4as passed 
incorporating the terms of the petition. The question in the 
present suit is, as to the amount of rent payable by the defen- 
dant to the plaintiff. It is a rent suit. As to the rent payable 
before the date of the petition'there is no question and a decree 
has begn passed in the plaintiffs favour in respect of that rent. 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 618 of 1907, against the decree of 
Babu Jogendra Nath Mukerjee, Subordinate Judge, 2nd Court of 24 Perganabs 
dated the 30ih November 1906, reversing that of Babu Behari Lai Chatteni 
Munsiff, iBt Court, of Sealdah, dated the 7th April 1906. 

(1) (1899) I. L. B. 22 Mad. 606 ; L. R. 26 I. A. 101. 

(2) (1903) I. L. R. 30 Cal. IBS. (3) (19061 1 C. L. J. 388. 



But the plaintiff says that, having regard to the terms of the 
solenamah as contained in the petition, he is entitled to more, to 
which the defendant^ replies that the plain^fT can not rely upon 
the petition because it has not been registered and not having 
beqp registered is not admissible in evidence. The petition, so 
far as is material runs thus : “The disputed i bigha.15 cattahs land 
which has be^ in my possession from before will continue to be 
in my possession for nine years more i,e. from 1310 B. S. to 1*318 
B. S. After that the landlord will be able* to make settlement of 
the land as he likes. For the^ said land I will give to* Biraj 
Mohiny Dasi 4.\ aris of Gula paddy annually, and this Rajinamah 
A' ill be considered as fhttah Kahulyat. I will not therefore 
>roseiute this case any further.” The document, defines the 
irea of land, the rent to be paid, the duration, in point of time, 
of the tenancy, and the parties treated it as a pottah kahulyat. 
This document is the foundation of the plaintiflf’s title to the 
increased rent, and as the plaintiff must fall back upon the 
petition itself, that cannot, unless it is registered affect the 
immovable pfoperty comprised therein, exceeding 100 rupees in 
value, or be receivable in evidence of the transaction affecting 
that property. If this petition had been filed in a civil procee- 
ding, and the petition had been followed by an order or decree 
which embodied, directly or indirectly, its terms, then it would 
not have been necessary to have had it registered. But this has 
not occurred in the present case, and as this document is the 
root of the plaintiffs claim, to tRe increased rent, it ought to 
have been registered : and in the absence of registration it is 
not admissible in evidence. This view seems to be consistent 
with the Privy Council decision in Pranal Anni v. Lakshmi 
Anni (i) ; with the decision of this Court in Kah Charan Ghosal 
V. Ram Chandra Mandal{i)^ and with the principle involved in 
a more reCent decision of this Court in Birbhadra Rath v. Kal- 
*>atarn Panda. (3). 

The appeal, therefore, fails and*must be dismissed with costs. 
Doss J.— I agree. 

i.T.M. • Appeal dismissed, 

(I) (imjLL, B,22Mad,m ; • 
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Before Sir Francis W. Maclean K. C. /. E.y Chief Justice and. 

Mr. Justice Doss, 

• MUTTY LALL PAI, 

V. 

NUNDA LALL NEOGY and others * 

Equity of redempiion of one of the mortgagors^ purchase of by motigagee — 

Mortgage amount^ su^t for realimtion of — ahare of debt to be deducted, 

A mortgagee purchasii^g the share of one of his mortgagors is bound 
tO'give credit for that which 4ii8 vendor would have been liable to pay and not 
the full value of the share purchased. 

Mati Lai Suigh v. Mhree Lall (1). Bisheshur Thai v. Ram Sarup (2), 
Lakhmidas Ramdas v. Jammdas Shankar Lai (3), and Lakiraya v. Gadigaya 
(4), referred to. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit to enforce a mortgage. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Dr. Rash Behari Ghose and Babus Narendra Chunder Bose 
and Surendra Chunder Bose for the Appellant. 

Babu Bepin Chunder Mullick for the Respondent. 

The judgment of the Court was as follows 

Maclean C. J. — This is a suit to enforce a mortgage. The 
original mortgagor was one Fulkumari Dasi who is dead, leaving 
three sons who became equally entitled to the equity of redemp- 
tion. One of the sons sold his'bne-third share in the equity of 
redemption to the plaintiff the mortgagee. The plaintiff now 
brings this suit to realise his mortgage, and he offers to allow 
one-third of the mortgage debt, as being the share of that debt 
which he is liable to pay as the purchaser of a one-third share 
of the equity of redemption. Prima facie that would seem to be 
right. The mortgagors, however, the owners of the other two- 
third of the equity of redemption claim to deduct from the 
mortgage debt the full value of the share purchased by the 
mortgagee. The lower Court has accepted this view, and dis- 
missed the suit the plaintiff has appealed. The contention 
1* 

♦ Appeal from Original Decree No. 366 of 1906, against the decree of Babu 
Jogeadra Nath Deb, Subordinate Judge, Ist Court, 24-Fargapas, dated the 
aist July 1906. 

(1) (1867) 2 Agra. H. C. R. 88. 

(2) (1000) I. L. R. 22 All. 284. 

(3) (1896) I. L. R. 22 Bom. 304 ( F. B. ). 

(4) (1901) 1. L. R. 20 Bom. 88. 
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of the defendants can not prevail. If there had been no safe the 
rtiortgagor of the one-third share would have been liable only for 
one-third of the moj^tgage debt. There ij no question here of 
proportionate value : the shares were equal undivided thirds. 

• Apart from authorit 5 r I should have thought that the 
mortgagee standing in the shoes of the mortgagor to the 
extent of thtf one-third share purchased by him, was only 
bound to give credit for that which his vendor would Jhave 
been liable to pay, namely, one-third of the mortgage debt. 
The point, however, is concluded by authority. The, case of 
Matilal Singh v. Misree decided some forty years ago and 

reported in North-Western Provinces High Court Reports, Vol. II 
page 88, supports the principle I have referred to. That has been 
followed in several other cases. A Full Bench of the Allahabad 
High Court in Bishcshnr Dial v. Ram Sartip (2) held that, 
where a mortgagee buys at auction the equity of redemption in 
a part of the mortgaged property, such purchase has, in the 
absence of fraud, the effect of discharging and extinguishing that 
portion of the mortgage debt which was chargeable on the proper- 
ty purchased by him, that is to say, a portion of the debt which 
bears the same rate to the whole* amount of the debt as the value 
of the property purchased bears to the value of the whole of the 
property comprised in the mortgage. The judgement in that Full 
Bench case was delivered by Mr. Justice Banerjee, who in pre- 
vious case Chunna Lai v. Anandi Lai (3) had taken a different 
view. This Full Bench case in the Allahabad High Court followed 
a Full Bench ruling of the Bombay High Court in the case of 
Lakhmi Das Ram Das s.Jamna Das Shankar I^al (4) where the 
same principle was acted upon : and, in a subsequent case, 
Fakiraya v. Gadigaya (5) the same view was taken. There is, 
therefore, a current of deoisions extending over a period of forty 
^ears, wtiich supports the vie)v for which the present appellant 
:ontends. I do not think that any distinction can be drawn 
between a purchase at an auctioir sale and a purchase by private 
reaty. No reason has been suggested for any such distinction. 

It is suggested^ that the Kobala in this case has not been 
iroduced. But the plaintiff alleged, in paragraph 4 of hfe plaint, 
he effect* of that kohala and that has not been challenged. 


CIVIL. 
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(1) (1807) 2 Agra. H. C. R. 88. (3) (1896) I. L. R. 19 All. 196. 

iU B90PJI. L. B.22 All. at 284. (4) (1890) I. L. B. 22 Bom. 2(H. 

26 9om. 88: - 
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On the contrary, in paragraph 5 of the written statement,, 
the defendants admit that the plaintiff purchased one-third share, 
of the mortgaged property, though they say that the present 
suit is not maintainable. If any thing had turned on the 
terms of the Kobala^ and it had really been challenged, its pro- 
duction could ar^d would have been directed. The plaintiff is 
entitled to the decree he asked for, giving credit for one-third of 
the piortgage debt •/ and, consequently the judgment appealed 
against must be reversed and the respondents must pay the cost 
of this appeal and also the costs that have been thrown away in 
the first Court, and there will be the usual mortgage decree giving 
the respondents six months time from the date hereof to redeem 
the mortgage. 

Doss J.— I agree. 


A. T. M. 


Appeal allowed. 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 


Present : Lord Macnaghten^ Lord James of Hereford^ Lord 
Atkinson^ Sir Andrew Scohle^ and Sir Arthur Wilson, 

P. 0. DEBENDRA NATH DUTT 


1908 . 

May, 12 
June, 3, 


V, 

THE ADMINISTRATOR-GENERAL OF 

BENGAL AND OTHERS 

[ On Appeal from the High Court of Judicature at Fort 
William in Bengal.] 

Administration — Administration "bond — Administrator, fraud of-^Sureties nei- 
ther parties to nor cognisant of fraud — Misappropriation — Discovery of 
fraud — Cancellation and fresh graui of Letters of Admiristration— Assig lu 
ment of bond to new Administrator — Sureties, liability of. 

A surety to an administration bond is liable under it even though it subse- 
quently transpires that the Letters of Administration were obtained by fraud 
and are revoked on that ground. 

Appeal from a decree of the abovementioned High Court, 
ih its Appellate Jurisdiction (March 23, 19061^ affirming a decree 
[Defietidra Nath Dutt and Banku Behary Banerjee v. Ad- 
ministrator-General of Bengal., (i)] of the same High Court, in its 
Ordinary Original Civil Jurisdiction (March 29, 1905) (2). 

The question raised on the appeal was whether on the 
malversation of the estate of a deceased person by the adminis- 
‘ (D (IW) I* h. It. 38 Calc. 713. (3) (1305) 1. L. B. 38 Calc, 718. 
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trator appointed by the Court, the prima facie liability of 
sureties under an administration bond given to the Court fails 
•^to arise or attach, because the administrator not only committed 
the acts of malversation in question ; but also obtained the grant 
of th^ Letters of Administration to him by means of such a course 
of fraud that the Letters were liable to be and were afterwards 
avoided. • 

In August, 1 8^, one Edmund Craster Oaster (hereinafter 
called the deceased) died in England, leaving in addition to pro- 
perty in England assets of considerable value in India. The 
bulk of these assets consisted of^6^ shares in the Bank of tfengal. 
The deceased left a will, of which probate was granted in England 
onOcW)ber 27, 1898, to Thomas Henry Craster and Robert 
Conway Dobbs. He left three sons and two daughters but none 
of such sons were named Henry Craster Craster as was subsequen- 
tly falsely represented as hereinafter mentioned. 

On July 29, 1902, one Ernest Hardwicke Cowie, who was 
then a member of the firm of Sanderson & Co., the solicitors of 
the Government of India, in Calcutta, presented a petition to 
the High Court, for the grant to himself of letters of administra- 
tion of the estate of the deceased as the constituted Attorney 
of an alleged person Henry Craster Craster, and in such petitition 
falsely stated that the deceased had died intestate and had left 
the said Henry Craster Craster, his only son and next-of-kin him 
surviving. The petition was supported by a false declaration by 
Ernest Hardwicke Cowie and alsb by a false affidavit by him, and 
had annexed thereto an alleged power of attorney whereby the 
said alleged Henry Craster Craster purported to empower Ernest 
Hardwicke Cowie to make the application. There was no such 
person as Henry Craster Craster^ and the power of Attorney was 
a forgery. • , 

Upon the presentation of the petition an order of the Court 
was made in due course for the grant of Letters of Administration 
of the estate of the deceased to Ernest Hardwicke Cowie for the 
use and benefit of the said Henry Craster Craster, who then pro- 
cured, as required by ^he Indiah Succession Act and the practice, 
of the Court, two sureties, namely, the appellant, Deliendra 
Nath Dutt,«and one Banku Behary Banerjee, to enter with.hJm 
l^nto a joint and several bond dated the 15th day of August, 1902 
and conditioned as follows ip a penalty of Re. i, 31, 922-4*-o : 

The co/ii/iVfOM of the above written obligation is such, that 
if the above boqnden Ernest Hardwicke Cowie, the adipipistrat^r 
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bf the property ^nd dredits of Edmund Craster Craster deceased, 
1008 , do make or cause to be made a full and true inventory of all the 

idraNatb Dutt deceased, which has or shall come to the hands, 

y. possession, or knowledge of him the said Ernest Harowicke 

ralof^Be^rgX ^< 5 wie Or into the hands or possession of any other person or 
persons for hipi, and the* same so made do exhibit or cause to be 
exhibited into the Registry of the said High C< 5 urt, at or before 
' the fifteenth day of I^bruary next ensuing, or within such 
further time as the Court may from time to time appoint : And 
the same estate, and all other the estate of the said deceased at, 
the time of his death, which, at any time after, shall come tcT the 
hands or posssssion of the said Ernest Hardwicke Cowie, or of 
any other person or persons for him do administer according to 
law : And further do make, or cause to be made, a true and jjjst 
account of his said administration at or before the fifteenth day 
of August which will be in the year qf our Lord one thousand 
nine hundred and three, or within such further time as'^he Court 
' may from time to time appoint. And all the rest a»d residue 

of the said estate which shall be found remaining upon the said^ 
administration account, the same* beiri^ first examined and 
allowed of by the said High Court of Judicature, shall deliver and 
pay unto such person or persons respectively as shall be lawfully 
entitled to such residue : And if it shall hereafter appear that 
any last will and testament was made by the said deceased, and 
the executor or executors therein named iJo exhibit the same into 
the said Court, making request to have it allowed and approved 
accordingly, and if the above bounden Ernest Hardwicke Cowie 
being thereunto required, do render deliver. Letters of 
Administration to him granted (approbation bf^,,such testament 
being first had and made) in the^ said Court, then this obligation 
to be void and of none effect, else tc .remain in full force and 
virtue. 

On the record there was another copy of the bond without 
the word “ and” put in italics above. 

The sureties appeared to have each received a bonus in the 
base of one Rs 300, and in the other case.Rs. 200, for executing 
the bond. Upon the execution and delivery to the Court of the 
bond, the grant of the Letters of Administration was issued to 
Earnest Hardwicke Cowie, who shortly afterwards sold the whole 
of the 86| bank shares for an aggregate sum ofRs. ^105,595, or 
theredboutS) I'ahd misappfopriated and converted to hiar own use 
proceeds^ of such sale.- 
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Towards the end of the year 1903 and the beginning of the * 9 * 

year 1904, discovery was gradually made of the' fraud that had 1908 . 

‘ been perpetrated by Ernest Hardwicke Cowie. On April 28, DebendrTNath Outt 

iQ04»xhe grant to Ern&t Hardwicke Cowie w^s annulled, and on . 

r ^ ^ , . . . , , The Administrator- 

May^ 10, 1904, fresh letters of administration were granted to the General of Bengal. 

respondent the Administrator-General .of Bengal with a copy * 

annexed of th% Will of the deceased. On May 26/1904, an 

order of the Court was made that the bond of t?he 15th of August, 

1902, should be assigned to the Adminirftalor-Generaf of Bengal, 

and the sSmd^^as duly assigned to him by a deed, dated the loth 

day^f June 1904. * * 

OHvJune 21, 1904 the Administrator-General ofBengal 
filed Ijis plaint in the present suit in the High Court of Judica- 
ture at Fort William in Bengal against Ernest Hardwicke Cowie 
and the two sureties, the appellant Debendra Nath Dutt and 
Banku Behary Banerjee, and thereby sought to recover from 
Ernest HardiVicke Cowie a balance or sum of Rs. 1,39,901-13-0, 
as shown^by an account thereto annexed, which balance or sum 
mainly arose, from a sum of R?. 1,07,260-0-0 estimated as the * 

'' then market value of the 86^ bank shares, and from a further 
sum in respect of the <iividends thereon, but also included a 
certain cash balance notxjollected by Ernest Hardwicke Cowie. 

The plaintiff-respondent also sought to recover from the ap- 
pellant and Banku Behary Banerjee the full amount of the 
penalty named in t^ol^ve mentioned bond, namely the sufti of 
Rs. 1,31,922-4-0. • 

The first defendant Ernest Hardwicke Cowie did not appear 
in the suit^ and the main defence of the two surety defendants 
was that the of the letters of administration to Ernest 

Hardwicke Cowie having been obtained by misrepresentation and 
fraud and theretforde being void, the bond was likewise void and 
unenforceable, both as itself induced and obtained by fraud, and 
also as entered into under a mutual mistake as to the circums- 
tances and the subject matter of tjie contract, and also as founded 
on ^ misrepresentation— made to the surety-defendants by the 
Court, namely that Henry Craster Craster really existed and wa| 
the only son and next-of-kin of the deceased and tl^^t the 
facts have been well proved to the Court. 

The suit was heard before Sale J., and on March 29, 1905 
the Court made a decree whereby Ernest Hardwicke Cowie was 
ordered to pay to the plaintiff-respondent the sum of Rs. 25,100 
with interest thereon at the rate of 6 per cent. ni»r j 
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all the defendants were ordered to pay to the plaint iff-respon- 
dent the sum ofRs. 1,07,159-7-7, with interest thereon at the 
rate aforesaid from the date thereof until realisation. The first 
amount representeci a sum in the hands of Ernest Hardwicke 
Cowie for which he was clearly liable- to the estate of the^ de- 
ceased, but as regards which the Court held that there was no 
sufficient evidence against the sureties to malr?e them liable. 
The second amouht, for which all the defeTndants were found 
liable, was arrived at by debiting them with amounts actu- 
ally realised by the sale of the bank shares, and with certain 
dividends thereon after making certain proper deductions of 
allowances. For the judgment of Sale J., See Debendra Nath 
Dutt and Banku Behary Benerjee v. Administrator General of 
Bengal (i). 

Appeals were filed against that decree both by the appellant 
and Banku Behary Banerjee. On the first of those appeals, 
objections were lodged by the plaintiff-respondent to the judg- 
ment of Mr. Justice Sale so ^ar as it disallowed the sum of 
Rs. 25,100, or thereabouts against the appellant and Banku 
Behary Banerjee. The appeals and the cross-objections were 
heard before a Court consisting of the Chief Justice Sir F. W. 
Maclean and Justices Harington, Stephen, Mitra and Geidt. 
The majority of the Court, namely Maclean, C. J., and Mitra and 
Geidt, J. J., were of opinion that the appeals should be dis- 
missed and the minority, namely Harrington and Stephen, 
J. J,, dissented and were in favou’r of allowing the appeals. In 
the result on March 23, 1906 a decree was made dismissing the 
appeal and disallowing the objections. The judgments^of the 
learned judges are reported in Debendra Nath Dutt and Banku 
Behary Banerjee v. Administrator -General of Bengal (2). 

Against that decree the appellant, Debendra Nath Dutt, 
appealed to His Majesty in Council. 

Lord Robert Cecily K, C, and Mr, Boy dell Houghton y for 
the appellant : The deceased left a will, of which probate had 
been obtained by two of the executors. Consequently the 
administration granted to Cowie was in itself a nullity and the 
grant of letters of administration to Cowie was wholly void : 
Ellis V. Ellis {3). The letters of administration being. vofd the bond 
was also void ; the appointment of Cowie was void and he was not 
the administrator of the estate of the deceased. The sureties are not 

(1) (1906) I. L. R. 88 Calc. 713 at 718 ei teq. 

(2) (1906) I. L. R, 83 Calc. 713. (3) (1905) 1 Ch. 613 at 617 
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liable, where the administrator had never been duly appointed : 
Holland v. Lea (i). The appellant is not estopped by the recitals 
of the bond from showing that Cowie’s appointment was void. 
Where Uie appointment is not complete, the sureties are not 
responsible in respect of moneys collected without legal authority : 
Kepp V. Wiggoit (2). Here Cowie, whose appointment was 
wholly void, had qo authority to call in the estate of the deceased, 
and the appellant is not responsible for ayy money so collected 
by Cowie. 

The bond states upon its face that Cowie is the ^^Iminis- 
trator of the property and effects of the deceased and was entered 
into upon the basis that Cowie was, as the appellant and the 
obligee of the bond believed, the administrator to the estate 
of the deceased whereas the letters of administration granted to 
him were in fact \oid. Both the appellant and the obhgee of 
the bond were under a mistake as to a matter of lact essential 
to the bond. The bond is, therefoie, void : Indian Contract Act 
(IX of i872)^section 20. Theboitd is also void owing to it having 
been entered into by the Court and the sureties under a mutual 
mistake of fact, viz,^ the authority of Cowie as attorney of the 
next-of-kin to apply for and receive a grant of letters of adminis- 
tration a person so authorised by the next-of-kin and in fact 
administrator, and did *not warrant due administration by a 
person not so authorised. The Court by granting letters of 
administration to Cowie represeiited to the sureties that he was the 
duly authorised attorney of the next-of-kin of the deceased and 
.he person entitled to have such letters of administration granted 
o him and was the administrator. The appellant relied upon 
uch representation and entered into the bond on that basis. 
>uch representation was contrary to fact and the appellant is not 
table under a bond enterecf into on that basis. 

Simon^ K, C., and C. H Sargant^ for the respondent referred 
D sections 20 and 21 of the Indian Contract Act and contended 
lat the subject-matter of the transaction in connection with the 
Dnd was in fact the due administration of the estate of the deceased^ 
7 Cowie, Administfation has in fact taken place in this case, 
otwithstanding that letters of administration ultimately proved 
)id ab initioy the fact of an administration having taken place is 
)t destroyed, nor is every transaction that has taken place 

virtue of such letters is necessarily avoided, particularly 

view of section 242 of the Indian Succession Act (X of 1865). 
(l) (1864) 9 Ex. 430. (2) (1860) 10 C, B. 35. 
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The liability of the sureties did not depend upon the validity 
or invalidity of the grant to Cowie, The sureties made them- 
selves responsible for the due administration by Cowie of the 
estate of the deceased. He did act under the grant and the 
validity or invalidity of the grant cannot affect their liability. 
It is contended by the other side that the execution of the bond 
by the sureties was induced by misrepresentatioi. of the Court 
in the grant of letters of administration. But Ss a matter of fact 
the issue of such grant was necessarily subject to and contingent 
on the execution of the bond and subsequent thereto : Indian 
Succession Act (X of 1865), section 256. The Court in requiring 
a bond from the administrator and his sureties contemplates not 
only the effect of mal-administration, but also the changes of 
the grant being subsequently declared either void or voidable. 
It is submitted that neither the invalidity of the grant nor the 
mistake of the Court in accepting the bond is sufficient to dis- 
charge the sureties. The language of the last clause of the bond 
expressly contemplates an event., namely, the discovery of a will 
of the deceased, which would necessarily make the letters of 
administration void, and provides in that event for additional 
and not substitutional obligations on the sureties. The event, 
which was contemplated, did actually happen. So long as the 
grant is not revoked it is a good grant^ The bond was given as 
sureties for de facta administrator and the sureties are liable for 
the due administration by him. Cowie broke the condition 
of the bond by failing to administer the estate of the deceased 
according to law and thereby caused a loss to the estate. The 
sureties are liable for such a loss. 

It is contended by the other side that the bond is void 
owing to it having been entered into by the Court and the 
sureties under a mutual mistake, vj-z.^ the authority of Cowie 
as attorney of the next-of-kin to^ apply for and receive a g#ant. 
But a mis-statement in the recital of an administration bond 
does not release the sureties : Lester v. Gooch (i). 

In Kepp v. Wiggett (2) relied upon by the other side, the 
Collector was acting outside his office. But^here that is not the 
case'a» already pointed out. 

Lord Robert Cecily K.C.^ in reply : The whole point is 
whether it is a guarantee for bona fide acts of Cowie as ad- 
ministrator or for any acts of his whether he was administrator 
or not. If the guarantee was that he would discharge his duty 
(1) (1868) 17 W. R. 139. Eng. (2) (1860) 10 C. B. 35. 
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as administrator, the question arises whether he was administrator. 
The grant of letters of administration to Cowie being void ah 
initio^ he was not |idministrator at any jime. That being so, 
there wa^s no guarantee. 

• Lester v. Gooch (i) *does not apply here. That case refers 
to a mis-recital. But here the case is not that of mis-recital. 
Cowie was, iif fact, not the attorney of the next-of-kin. 

Reference vvas made to sections 234 and 262 of the ladian 
Successjpn Act (X of 1865). 

Lord Macnaghten. — Tlys is an appeal from iheHigJi Court 
Df Judicature at Fort William in Bengal. 

The appellant, Debendra Nath Dutt, was one of two sureties 
lU at>ond conditioned for the due administration by Ernest Hard- 
wicke Cowie, a solicitor in Calcutta, of the estate of a retired 
Indian Civil Servant named Craster. Mr. Craster died in England 
in August 1898, leaving a will which was duly proved here in the 
following month of October. Part of the deceased’s estate con- 
sisted of shares in the Bank of Ejfngal and other Indian assets. 
The Indian* assets escaped the notice of the executors and 
remained unclaimed and outstanding. On the 29th of July 1902, 
Cowie, who is stated in the printed cases to have been one of the 
solicitors to the Government, and who certainly was then in good 
credit, obtained an order /or the grant of letters of administration 
to himself as attorney for a fictitious person represented by bini 
to be the only son and sole next-of-kin of the deceased, who 
had, as he pretended, died intestate. The letters of administra- 
tion were issued on the 15th of August 1902, on the production 
of a bond in the usual form executed by the Cowie and the two 
sureties, who received a small payment for their services, but 
were not themselves parties to the fraud or cognizant of it. By 
these means Cowie obtained possession of the Bank shares, sold 
them in the market, and convert^ed the proceeds to his own use. 
The fraud was not discovered till the end of 1903 or the beginning 
of X904. Cowie then absconded.* He was apprehended, tried, 
and convicted. The grant of administration in his favour was 
cancelled, and in May, 1904 letters of administration with a copy 
of the will annexed were granted to the Administrator-General 
of Bengal. The bond of the 15th of August 1902 was then assigned 
to the Administrator-General, and he brought this suit against 
towie and Cowie’s sureties. Cowie made no defence. The suit 
* (I) (1868) 17 W. B. 139. Eng. 
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i,«ra bv Sale J That learned Judge pronounced a decree 

to .he .h« they .ere ordered to pey to 

the AdrSirrUtrator a sum equal to the amouot of the proceed, of 
The n .hare. mU-appropHated hy Co.i. together ..tn »ter.t 
and costs. Both the sureties appealed to the Hig ^ j 

that Court in its Appellate Jurisdiction by a mrjonty alTirmed 

the order of Sale J. and dismissed the appeal whh costs. 

' The cl» of the -appellant Dutt, .ho alone ha. applied 
to His Majesty, as presented to this Board, was that the letters 
of administration granted to Cowie, having been annulled by t e 
Court on the ground of fraud, must be regarded as a mere 
nullity from the beginning ; that Cowie, therefore, never wa^ - 

™“Srator and that the bond, so far as the sureties were con- 
cerned, was void and of no effect ; for the sureties undertook 
to be responsible for a real Administrator, not for a perso 
assuming fo act in a capacity which he never 

Hid. Court could not have conferred upon him. The case was 
argued very ably by the learned Counsel for the appellant who 
safd everything that could be said on his behalf. But there is 
reaUy no substance in the appellant’s contention. So long as 
the ^letters of administration granted to Cowie remained unre- 
voked, Cowie, although a rogue and an impostor, was to all inten s 
and purposes Administrator. He, and he alone represented 
the dwea^sedin India. His receipts were valid discharges for 
all moneys received by him as Administrator. As Administrator 
he collected the assets belonging to the deceased m In Ja, and 
he misappropriated the assets which he so collected. or 
acts and defaults as Administrator the appellant and his co- 
surety became and must remain responsible. 

Their Lordships are, therefore, of opinion’ that Maclean C.J. 
and the learned Judges who concurred with him were perfect y 
right, and they will humbly advise His Majesty that the appea 

must be dismissed. - 

The appellant will pay the cost of the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed, 

J. M. P. 

Messrs. Valla, ice and r«//««c^-Appellant’s SolicUors. 
Messrs. W«*-»«rfAy<»"-Kespondent’s Solicitors. 
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Present : — Lord^ Macnaghteuy Lord y antes of Hereford^ Lord 
Atkinson^ Sir Andrew Scoble and Sir Arthur Wilson, 

THE BANK OF BOMBAY 

• • 

V. 

, * SULBMAN SOMJL 

[On Appeal from the High Court ok JunicATURif at Bombay.] 

Corporation — lUemher of^ tha Corporation — Common Law j'tght of the mrrnhrr to 
inspect hooks of the Corporation — Presidency Banks Act (A'/ of 1S7 ^) — 
Bank ^ Bombay — Sharelwlder — Suit by shareholder against the Bank 
to enforce inspection of the register of shareholders — Allegations of irregu- 
larities in the management of fhe Bank, in the election of its toard of 
directors, in advancing money to directors — Object of inspection to com- 
municate With other shareholders — Nature of the suit — Issue of the writ of 
Mandamus, principles of regulating the — The right under Statute — The 
same at Common Law — Absolute right of inspection — Qiuihjiedor limited 
right of inspection, 

“On the application of a member the King’s Bench Division will, in general, 
grant a rule for a limited inspection of the documents of the corporation, if it he 
shown that such inspection is requisite with reference either to an action then 
instituted or atjeast to some specific dispute or question depending in which 
the applicant is interested ; but, even m this case, tbc inspection will be granted 
to such an extent only as may be necessary for the particular occasion. The 
rule was formerly sometimes laid down broadly, and the language ascribeil 
to the Court in one or two cases might almost lead to the inference that 
meml>ers of a corporation hav(^an absolute right, whenever they think fit, to 
inspect all papers belonging to the aggregate bo<ly. But any such doctrine 
IS now exploded ; and the privilege of inspection is now confined to cases where 
the member of the coiponition has in^vicw some definite right or object of his 
own, and to those documents which would tend to illustrate such right or object.” 
Taylor on Eiidence, Volume 2, par, 1495, approved and followed. 

In cases in this country the above principle applies where there is no 
Statute conferring upon the members of a corporation a right to inspect, copy 
or take extracts from the register of it^ sharehohlers or any other document 
belonging to it. * • ^ 

Appeal* from an Appellate decree [Sttleman Somji v. The 
Bank of Bombay (i)], of the High Court of Judicature at Bombay 
(Januar3’ 22, 1907) reversing a decree made by Scott, J, sitting 
on the original side of that High Court (August 6, 1906). 

The principal question raised on the appeal was whether tho^ 
respondent, a shareholder in the appellant Bank, was entitled 
to inspect the register of shareholders kept by the Bank. 

On July II, 1906 the respondent instituted the present suit 


(1) (1907) I. L. R. 31 Bom. 319. 
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against the appellant. The plaint alleged that the respondent 
was a registered holder of one share of the appellant Bank ; 
that the respondent having observed irregularities in'^ the 
management of the Bank, in the election of its Boaid of Directors, 
in the advancing of large sums of n^oney to its Directors and in 
other matters relating to the Bank, applied to the ^Secretary and 
Treasurer of the Bank to allow him inspection of the register 
of shareholders so as to enable him to communicate with the 
other shareholders, and if possible, to obtain their assent to 
certain proposed resolutions for the better management of 
the affairs of the Bank, and for the removal of some' of the 
existing Directors, which he intended to bring before a general 
meeting of the shareholders ; and that the next annual general 
meeting of the shareholders of the Bank would take place on or 
about the 9th day of August 1906 and though it was necessary 
for the objects which the respondent had in view that he should 
have inspection of the register of shareholders forthwith, the 
Bank had refused to give him inspection of such register though 
since the 4th day of June 1906 he had repeatedly applied for the 
same. 

Annexed to the plaint was a copy of the correspondence 
hereinafter referred to. 

The respondent claimed the following main reliefs : — 

“ {a) That it may be declared that he is entitled at al 
reasonable times to inspect the register of shareholders of th( 
defendant Bank and to copy -and take extracts from the saic 
register. 

‘‘ ( 3 ) That the defendant Bank may be ordered to give sucl 
inspection and to allow the plaintiff to take copies of an< 
extracts from the said register. 

“ (c) That the defendant Bank may be restrained by ai 
order and injunction of this Hon’ble Qpurt from preventing th 
plaintiff from having access at all reasonable times to the sai< 
register of shareholders for the purpose of inspection and perusa 
and from preventing the plaintiff from taking copies of an 
extracts from the said register”. 

Qn June 4th, 1906, the respondent wrote to the Secretar 
of the Bank a letter, which referred to a verbal refusal by tb 
latter on the ist of June, 1906, “to allow me (the respondent 
to take a list of shareholders with full addresses”, and closed wit 
a request to furnish him “ a list of shareholders with their fu 
addresses qp paying for same”. 
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To that letter the Bank replied on June 7, 1906, that there 
did not appear to be any provision in the Presidency Banks Act 
as to' the right of a shareholder or other person to claim such a 
list, but th^t to enabie the Directors to decide definitely on the 
requisition the respondent -should state for what purpose and 
under what authority he required and claimed to be furnished 
with the list. • 

To the last letter the respondent replied on the i6th day 
of June 1906 by threatening legal action tt> compel the Bank to 
furnish tfie list or to give him inspection and he added that he 
was informed that the Bank *had “furnished such lists in*other 


The 0aDk of 
Suleman So 


Oil June 21, 1906 the Bank replied that “ such a list was 
supplied to a shareholder a few years ago on his satisfying the 
Board that the purpose for which he required the list was a 
legitimate one and in his doua fide interest as a shareholder ’’ and 
idded “ the Directors will be pleased to comply with your request 
f you will be good enough to ^similarly satisfy them that you 
require the list for use in your interest as a shareholder,’’ 

On July 5, 1906 the respondent wrote in reply. “ It is 
anfair to me to be asked to state why I require the inspection. 
There have been gross irregularities in the management of the 
3ank, in the election of^ the Directors, in the manner the 
Directors act and other matters and you preclude me from com- 
nunicating with the shareholders or taking concerted action by 
vithholding the inspection. • 

“ Please take notice that I have instructed Solicitors to 


)repare papers to file a suit which will be done within thred days 
rom this date unless the inspection is given to me before then.” 

The issues settled were the following : — 

“ I. WhetTief the plaintiff had at the date of the filing of 
his suit afty cause of ackon against the defendant Bank ? 

“ 2. Whether the plaintiff required inspection for the protec- 
on of his own interests or for any other reasonable purpose ? 

“ 3. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief he seeki^ 

1 prayers A & B ^ . 

The respondent’s Counsel did not lead any evidenge but 
mdered the respondent for cross-examination, of which the 
►Mowing is material for the purpose of this report : — 

“ I hold one share in the Bank. I purchased it last April, 
am at present actively litigating a suit in which the Bank is a 
►rmal party ^ a.ssignor of Dwarkadas Dharamsey.” 
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' ‘‘ Are you on very hostile terms with the Director ?” 

Objected to. 

“ Witness at once answers, No !’^ . 

“ I had no litigation with Ahmedbhoy Habibbl^oy but my 
brothers had. They are still fighting. 1 have given reasons in 
correspondenqe for wanting inspection. I have also given some 
reasons in the plaint. I have other reasons also. • I began taking 
an^interest in the affairs of the Bank about sfx months ago. I 
bought the share as* an investment with my own iponies. I 
complain of irregularities in the ^management of the Bank. I 
discovered them in April after I bought the share. I bought the 
share on the 12th. It was transferred tome on the 18th April. 
The irregularity is that the Bank has advanced money to people 
beyond the limit fixed by the bye-laws. The amount fixed by the 
bye-laws is 6 lacs. They have advanced more than 6 lacs to 
several persons, viz . : Bansilal Abirchand, Bomanji Dinshw 
Petit Sons & Co. and Ahmedbhai Habibbhoy.” 

I don’t recollect any othy names. They advanced Bansilal 
every month 6 lacs under a contract for 12 months *i,e, 18 lacs for 
three months. I found this out by seeing Bansilal, Bomanji 
and Ahmedbhai going to the Bank. I got this information 
through brokers. There are irregularities also in election of the 
Board of Directors. The Directors have shares transferred to 
thejr nominees. They get themselves elected and sit on the 
Board. All the Directors do the same when their term comes to 
get themselves re-elected. I also* complain that there are now 7 
Directors whereas there ought to be 9 and I intended to bring in 
two respectable people.” 

The case was heard by Scott, J. who found all the issues in 
the negative and on August 6, 1^906 dismissed tbe suit. For a 
report of the judgment see SulemUn Somji v. The Bank of 
Bombay (1). 

Against that decree the respondent appealed to the appel- 
late side of the High Court, arfd on January 22, 1907, the Court 
of Appeal reversed the decision of Scott, J, and made a decree in 
•the following terms » 

“^his appellate Court doth reverse and set aside the said 
decree dated the sixth day of August one thousand nine hundred 
and six and in lieu thereof doth declare that the appellant as 
long as he is a share-holder of the said Bank is entitled* at all 


1 
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reasonable times to inspect the register of share- holders of the P C. 

respondent Bank and to copy and take extracts from the said jgiosl 

register and this appel^^te Court doth order ^hat the respondent ^iTTr bt 

Bank to give such inspection and do allow the appellant as long v. ^ 

as h^ is a share-holder of ttfe said Bank to take copies of and Sujeman Somjl, 

extracts from the said register and this appellajte Court doth 

further order thht the respondent Bank is hereby restrained from 

preventing the appellant as long as he is a share-holder of the 

said Banlj from having access at all reasonable times to the said 

register of share-holders for the purpose of inspection and^perus- 

al and from preventing the appellant as long as he is a 

share-holder of the said Bank from taking copies of and extracts 

from ihe said register and this appellate Court doth lastly order 

that the respondent Bank do pay to the appellant his costs of 

the above-mentioned suit and of this appeal when taxed.” 

For a report of the judgment see Sulcman Somji v. The 
Bank of Bombay (i). 

The appellant Bank, thereupon, appealed to His Majesty in 
Council, • 

Levett^ K.C.^ and Frank Rnsscll^ K.C., for the appellant 
referred to The Presidency Banks Act (XI of 1876), sections i, 

4, 7, 17, 22, 31, 37 and 68; and to the Indian Companies 
Act (X of 1866), sectiorw 231 ; and also to the Indian Com- 
panies Act (VI of 1882), sections 55 and 256. The Presi- 
dency Banks |iave been expressly exempted from the application 
of the Indian Companies Act to •them. The provisions relating 
to the inspection of the register of share-holder by share-holders of 
a joint-stock Company registered under the Indian Companies Act 
are not applicable to this case and under the Presidency Banks Act 
of 1876 the Bank’s share-holders ,are not entitled to inspect the 
Bank’s register of ^hare-holders, or to copy or take extracts 
therefrom. • The respondent must^ establish his right, if any, at 
common law. Subject to the provisions of the Presidency 
Banks Act a share-holder possesses and enjoys all rights, powers 
and immunities incident by law to a corporation aggregate. [The 
Presidency Banks Act. (XI of 1876), section 4.] The common . 
law principle on which inspection is given is that the application 
must be a bona fide application referring to a definite subject 
affecting the right of the share-holder or member of a corpo- 
ration : The evidence shows that the respondent had three 
grievances, namely, irregularities in the management of the 

(ij (1907) I. L. U. 31 Bom. 319. 
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P* C. Bank^ in the election of its directors and in the advancing of 

1908. Urge sums of money to its directors. There is no single case of 

Tb^ BankdTBombay grievances, which aJTects individual right. There is no reference 
f. to some defined, distinct dispute, as to which it appears that 

Sule man S omji, might be to the advantage of the respondent to see the register 
of share-holders of the Bank. In such a case he is not entitled 
to such inspection : /n rc Burton and the Sadlef^ Company (i)/ 
Kivg V. The Merchant Tailors Company (2) ; King v. The Wilts 
and Berk Canal Navigation (3), and Taylor on Evidence {igo6 ed.) 
Vol //, /. 1088^ para 14QS. 

The decree appealed from is wrong in any event because it 
is not confined to the actual occasion in question and the facts 
before the Court, but gives to the respondent at all times® here- 
after, while a share-holder, the right to inspect and take copies, 
without regard to any circumstances which may hereafter arise, in 
which a refusal by the Bank would or might be expedient and proper. 

Mr. Dc Gruyther.^ K. C., and Mr. S. A. Kyffin for the res- 
pondent : The history of the l^esidency Banks Act goes back as 
far as 1823. There was first the character of the Bank of Bengal 
dated 29th May, 1823 which was rescinded and cancelled by the 
Bank of Bengal Act (VI of 1839). The latter Act was repealed 
by the Bank of Bengal Act (IV of 1862). Lastly there was 
the Presidency Banks Act (XI of .1876) ; Act VI of 1839, 
sections 11 and 13 make provision for an annual general meeting 
of the proprietors of the Bank to elect by their voles two directors, 
out of six in place of those bound to retire in rotation every 
year. Act XI of 1876, section 24 provides that the directors of the 
Bank shall be selected by vote of a general or special meeting. 
The respondent desired inspection of the register of share-holders 
to enable him to communicate with dther share-holders in order 
to obtain their assent to certain 4)roposed’ resolutions for the 
removal of some of the directors, which he intended to bring 
before a general meeting of the share-holders. That is a specific 
question in which the respondent is bona fide interested. It is 
submitted that the Court of appeal was right and its decree 
, should be confirmed. 

TJp to 1866 the Bank of Bombay did not exist but in 1867 it 
wasi incorporated and registered under the Indian Companies Act, 
1866 and then the Presidency Banks Act was passed. It is 
submitted that the later Act does not deprive the respondent of 

(1) (1861 ) 31 L. J. Q, B. 62. (2) (1831) 2 B. and Ad. |f6. 

{d) (1886) 8 A. and E. 477. 
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the statutary right of inspection conferred by The Indian Com- 
panies Act. 

The Bank is an ordinary banking company and the right 
must depend upon the nature of the book tlie respondent wants 
to examine. He wants to» examine the register of share- holders. 
Inspection of that book does not interfere with the ordinary 
business of the*Company. 

Lord Macnaghten : The inspection was*hot refused. 

Mr. De Gruyther : It is alleged ii> the plaint that *the 
inspection was refused. 

Lord Atkinson : There is*no evidence to show that. * 

Lord Macnaghten : You have never been refused inspec- 
tion.* 

Mr. De Gruyther : Every share-holder has an absolute right 
to inspect the register of share-holders without stating any leasons. 
The respondent in the circumstances of this case and as of right 
was and is entitled to the inspection claimed by him of the 
register of share-holders of the Bank. Reference was made to the 
Presidency lianks Act (Xl of i576), section 31: and Mutters. 
Eastern and Midland Railway Company (i) ; and two American 
Cases, namely, In re Steiinvay (2), and State of Washington v. 
Pacific Brewing and Malting Company (3), referred by the Court 
of appeal in its judgment, were relied upon. 

Mr. Levett^ K. C. replied. 

The judgment of their Lordsliips wa.s delivered by 

Lord Atkinson — This is ^n appeal from a decree, dated the 
22nd. January 1907, pronounced by the High Court of Judica- 
ture at Bombay (sitting in appeal from its Original Civil* Juris- 
diction), by which a decree, dated the 6th August 1906, of the 
High Court (fitting in its Ordinary Original Civil Jurisdiction) 
was reversed and set aside.* By this latter decree the respondent's 
action was dismissed with costs.. 


The respondent is a holder of one share in the appellant 
company, the Bank of Bombay, one of the Banks incorporated 
in 1876 by the Indian Statute of that year entitled the Presidency 
Banks Act, 1876. ^ ,, 

It was suggested that the respondent purchased this share 
for the purpose of causing annoyance to the Bank owing {o the 
fact that some other litigation to which he was a party had been 
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(1) (1888) 38 Ch. D 92, at pp. J06 ami ICo. 

(2) (W99; 45 \u R. A. pp. 461-47.5, and 1.59 N. Y. 25i). 

(3) (1899) 47 L. U. A. p. 208. 
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instituted against the Bank and was still pencfing. There was 
no satisfactory evidence given to sustain this allegation. 

• From the correspondence, which took place between the 
respondent and the Bank before the institution of this suit^ it is, 
in the opinion of their Lordships, perfectly plain that the respon- 
dent claimed a right to inspect the register of the share-holders 
of the Bank, and to be supplied with a list of sujh share-holders, 
as absolute and unqualified as is that conferred on the share- 
hoWers of joint-stock companies in this country by section 32 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, or in India by section 31 of fne Indian 
Companies Act, 1866, and section- 55 of the Indian Companies 
Act, 1882. 

It must be taken that the appellants refused to recognise 
this absolute and unqualified right, or to comply with the claim 
based upon it, but in their letter of the 21st June 1906, which 
conveyed this refusal, they informed the respondent that they 
would be pleased to furnish him with the list he asked for, if he 
would satisfy them that he required it for use in his own 
* interests as a share-holder, k is, therefore, clear that, before 
action brought, the qualified and restricted right to inspect and 
take extracts from the register contended for in argument on 
behalf of the respondent was never asserted, nor any limited 
demand based upon it ever made or refused. 

In the statement of claim the respondent, for the first time, 
endeavoured explicitly to base his right and title to inspect, 
copy, and take extracts from, ^ the register on some definite 
matters in which he himself was interested. He alleges therein 
that be had observed irregularities in the management of the 
Bank, in the election of its Board of Directors, in the advancing 
of large sums of money to its directors, and in other matters, 
and that he desired an inspection of the regis^^ei to enable him 
to communicate with the other share-holders and, if possible, 
obt'Ain their assent- to certain resolutions for the better manage- 
mijXt of the affairs of the Bank and the removal of some of the 
Directors, which he intended to propose at the general meeting 
of the shareholders to take place on the 9th August 1906. But 
though this is the purpose for which, and the occasion on which 
he clarmed the right to inspect, copy, and take extracts from 
the register, the decree of the Court of appeal contains no 
restriction whatever. It is couched in the widest terms. It 
ignores both the occasion and tn^ purpose, and declares ejcpressly 
that the respondant, as long as he is a share-holder of the Bank, 
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is entitled at all reasonable times to inspect the register of 
share-holders of the Bank^ and to copy and take extracts frOni 
the said register, and it then proceeds to order that the Bank 
do give such inspection, and do allow the respondent, as long 
as he is a*share-holder of the Bank, to take copies of and extracts 
from the register, and then restrains the Bank from preventing 
respondent, asjong as he is a share-holder of the Bank, from 
having access at ell reasonable times to the register for the 
purpose of inspection and perusal, and •from preventing the 
respondint, as long as he is a share-holder of the Bank, from 
taking copies of and extracts ffcm the register. 

This suit is in truth in its nature, though not in its form, 
somei^hat of the character of an application for a writ of 
mandamus^ and the principles regulating the issue of that 
prerogative writ should, their Lordships think, apply to a great 
extent to the granting of the relief prayed for in suoh a suit as 
this. One of these principles is this, that the writ will not be 
allowed to issue unless the applicant shows clearly that he has^ 
the specific Iggal right to enforce which he asks for the inter- 
ference of the Court, that he has claimed to exercise that right 
and none other, and that his claim has been refused. Nothing 
less, therefore, than the absolute right claimed by the respon- 
dent in the correspondence above referred to could justify the 
decree appealed from in its present wide and unrestricted form. 
Now by section 231 of the above-mentioned Indian Act of 1866 
and section 256 of the abov«-mentioned Act of 1882, the 
appellant Bank is expressly exempted from the operation of 
each of those statutes. 

There is no statute conferring on the members of this 
corporation a right to inspect, copy, or take extracts from the 
register of its ^aieholders^ or any other document belonging 
to it. Xhe only right the respondent can have, therefore 
against the Bank in reference to such matters, is that which at 
common law belongs to every meipber of a corporation. Their 
Lordships have been referred to several authorities in which the 
nature, extent, and measure of this right is explained and defined.^ 
[^Rex V. The froprielors of the Wills and Berks Canal J^viga- 
tion (i) and Reg v. Lewisham Union (2).] The learned Jpdges 
in the Bombay Court of appeal have referred to others. The 
result of the authorities is summed up, in their Lordships^ view 
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correctly, in “Taylor on Evidence,” Vol. 2, par. 1495 (loth 
edition, 1906) in the words following: — 

“ On the applifation of a member the King’s Bench Division 
will in general, grant a rule for a limited inspection of the 
documents of the corporation, if it be* shown that such inspectfon 
is requisite wit;h reference either to an action then instituted 
or at least to some specific dispute or question depending in 
which the applicant is interested ; but, even ’ in this case, the 
inspection will be granted to such an extent only as may be 
necessary for the particular occasion. The rule was formerly 
sometimes laid down more broadly, and the language ascribed 
to the Court in one or two cases might almost lead to the 
inference that members of a corporation have an absolute right 
whenever they think fit, to inspect all papers belonging to the 
aggregate body. But any such doctrine is now exploded : and . 
the privilege of inspection is now confined to cases where the 
member of the corporation has in view some definite right or 
. object of his own and to tho?e documents which would tend 
to illustrate such right or object.” 

The strictness with which these limitations on the general 
and unqualified right of inspection are insisted on may be aptly 
illustrated by the case of Rex v. Merchant Tailors' Co. (i). In 
that case certain members of a corporation claimed the right 
to ^inspect all the documents belonging to that body on the 
grounds (i) that they had heard and believed the' revenues 
of the corporation were misapjilied through the malpractices of 
those who managed the corporation’s affairs ; (2) that the fines 
for admitting freemen and liverymen to the corporation had been 
unnecessarily and improperly raised ; (3) that lavish expenditure 
had taken place (in some instances to the applicant’s own 
knowledge) without the consent of the majority of the members 
of the corporation ; (4) that g clerk of the corporation had, as 
the applicants had heard and believed, recently misappropriated 
funds of the company to a large amount, but that no accounts or 
information had been laid before the freemen or liverymen by 
vf^hich they could have ascertained the amount of the defalcations ; 
and that they (the applicants) could not ascertain, unless they 
were allowed to look at the documents mentioned, \vhether the 
corporate funds had been properly applied and accounted for or not. 

Every member of the Corporation in this case obviously had 
an interest in each of the matters mentioned, but noife of the 
(l) (1831) 2 B. A Ad. 116 . 
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applicants had in any of them any special interest different from 
that of his fellow members, nor had they any definite purpose, 
or object, in obtaining the inspection asked for other than (in 
the words of Littlecfale J.) to see if *by possibility the 
con^any’s affairs may be* better administered than they think 
they are at present.’’ And the writ of mandamus was according- 
ly refused in this case. 

At the trial *110 witness other than the respondent was 
produced, and he was only tendered for eross-examination. He 
stated tfial he had heard through brokers that the Bank had 
advanced 6 lacs of rupees to three persons whom he named : 
that at elections the directors transferred shares to nominees who 
voted for them (a practice not in itself illegal) ; that there were 
now only seven directors, instead of the maximum nine ; that he 
intended to bring in two respectable people, and that he had in 
the correspondence given his reasons for asking inspection. It is 
clear on this evidence that the respondent had no special 
interest in any of the matters he complained of, or any interest 
other than, or different from, that of each member of the corpo- 
ration, and that he had no definite right or object of his own to 
aid or serve in asking for inspection of the register, or right or 
object which the register would illustrate ; but that, on the con- 
trary, his object was simi(^r to that of the applicants in Rex v. 
The Merchant Tailors'' Co.y (i) namely, to obtain the inspection 
in order to communicate with the share-holders with the view 
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of securing their help in bringing about an improvement in the 
administration of the corporation’s affairs. 

Their Lordships think that, on this point, the case is covered 
by the authority of Rex v. The Merchant Tailors^ Co., (i) that the 
respondent is not in law entitle^ to the extended right to which 
the decree declares him tp be entitled, that the limited and 
qualified fight contended for at the trial was never put forward, 
or insisted on, before action brought, or any claim based upon it 
ever refused, and they are, therefore, of opinion that the decree 
appealed from is erroneous and should be reversed with costs, 
and the judgment and order of Mr. Justice Scott restored. Th«% 
will humbly advise His Majesty accordingly. The respondent 
must pay the costs of this appeal. , 

Messrs. Cameron., Kemm ^ Co. Appellant’s Solicitor. 

Messrs. Payne 6' Lattey. Respondent’s Solicitor. 

J. M.*p. Appeal allowed. 


(1) (1831)2 B. & Ad. 116. 
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JOTINDRA NARAIN ACHARJA CHOWDHURY 

V. 

RAJENDRA KISHORE DAS and others. • 

suit /oi\ maintainability of— Receiver appointing tehsildar — Agent and 
sub-agent— Indian Contfact Act (X of 1872), Secs, 191, 192. 

A suit for account is not maintainable by the owner against a tehsildar who 
was appointed by a Receiver to his estate. 

The t.ehsildar (defendant) is a sub-agent under the Receiver w'ho may be 
regarded as the agent of the principal (plaintiff) and as sub-agent he is liable 
to render accounts to the Receiver and not to the principal. * 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for account. 

The facts of the cases shortly stated are as follows : — These 
were suits for accounts from defendants of the sums realised by 
them as tehsildars of a certain Mouzah. Plaintiff admitted in 
plaint that the defendants were appointed not by him but by his 
adoptive mother during the pendency of litigation between 
himself and her as to eight annas of the estate of his adoptive 
father. The mother was appointed a Receiver by the High Court 
during the litigation of the disputed eight annas and she employed 
the*defendant as tehsildars in her capacity as Receiver. Plaintiff 
alleged that the defendant paid only a small amount to his mother 
and had not rendered any accounts of their realisation in eight 
annas of the Mouza. Both the defendants in the suits appeared and 
pleaded inter alia that they were not liable to render accounts to 
the plaintiff. 

Babus Dtvarka Nath C huckerbntty and Tarak Chandra 
Chakravarti for the Appellant. ^ 

Babus Mukund Nath Roy and Biraj Mohun Mojumdar for 
the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Brett Ja — The present appeals arise out of two suits brought 
agains*^ the defendants for accounts. The defendants are said to 
have been tehsildar of certain mouzahs which were in litigation 
and in respect of which a Receiver was appointed who acted from 

* Appeals from Appellate Decrees Nos 2091 and 2092 of 1906« against the 
decrees of Baba A. N. Mozumdar, Subordinate Judge of Mymensisgb) dated 
the 20tb August 1906, confirming those of Babu Han Cbaran Gangopadhaya, 
Mansiif of Mymensingh, dated the 7th April 1906. 
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the 2nd June 1900 to 4th September 1902. The defendants were 
admittedly appointed by the Receiver and were not appointed 
by the present plaintiff.^ The suits were brought to recover from 
the defendants in each case accounts and any sum due after 
balar^cing such accounts, from the 2nd June looo to 4th Septem- 
ber 1902. 

The present* suits were instituted on the 25th August 1905, 
that is to say, a few*days only less than 3 yeaVs from the date 
when the receiver’s appointment had termmated and the defen- 
dants were discharged. 

Both the lower Courts have* held that as the defendants in 
each case were not agents of the plaintiff, therefore, the plaintiff 
was not entitled to bring the suits against them for accounts, and 
on that ground have dismissed the suits. 

The plaintiff has appealed and the only contention which 
has been advanced before us is that the Receiver during her time 
of office was acting on behalf of the plaintiff, who was subse- 
quently found to be the proprietor of the properties, and there- 
fore that thQ 9 ie/isi/(/(iys who were working under the Receiver 
were bound to render accounts to the plaintiff. 

We do not think that this contention is sound. The defen- 
dants in each case appear to have been in the position of sub- 
agents under the Receiver^ who may he regarded as having been 
the agent of the plaintiff, and as sub-agents they were liable to 
render accounts to the Receiver and not to the present plaintiff. 
We think therefore that the \f>wer Courts are right in holding 
that the suits as framed must fail. Whether the plaintiff could 
have brought suits to recover any sums due from the defendants 
as sums received by them on his behalf it is not necessary to 
consider, but we have only to observe that in the case of such 
suits the question* would ^ertainly arise whether they were not 
barred by limitation, the sums realised by the defendants, if any, 
having apparently been realised before the 4th September 1902 
when the Receiver was discharged /rom office. 

The result, therefore, is that these two appeals are dismissed 
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with costs. 
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Before Mr. Jmtice Casper sz and Mr. Justice Sharfuddin. 

PURKHIT PANDA 

o 

ANANDA GAONTIA.* 


JurUdietion^ question of^ when entertahmhle in appeal — Ginl Court's jurisdic- 
tion when o?inted — Central Provinces Land Pevenne Act (XVIII of IftSl 
Secs. 4 (8a), 152 — Oochur and common lands— Ga&ntia, a proprietor — 
Ejectment, suit for — CouH to enquire rights at the ame of filing of plaint — 
Entry in settlement record, presunqdum, evidence — Central Provinces 
Tenancy Act (XI of 1898), See. 2 (10 ) — Holding of a suriey ttinnhcr 

If the question of jurisdiction depends for its determination upon facts not 
found by the lower Courts, an appellant can not ask the High Court to find 
them ; the appellant must substantiate his contention if he can, on the facts 
already found. If he is unable to point to any facts in respect of his piea, that 
plea must fail. 

The ordinary Civil Courts can not be ousted of their jurisdiction in the 
absence of an express provision of law to that effect 
Manhodh v. Asai (1) referred to, 

Oochur lands can not be classed in the same category as common lands, 

A gaontia of a Government vilihge in the Sambalpore District is a proprie- 
tor and 18 entitled to bring an action in ejectment. 

The Civil Courts must adjudicate on the rights of the parties as they 
existed when the plaint was filed and not on any title Bub.seqncntly derived. 
Povianadan Chetfi v. Pulikutte Serrai (2) referred to. 

The entry in the settlement rccoid is not conclusive ; it is only a matter 
of presumption. 

• The holding of a survey number in section 2 (10) Explanation II of the 
Central I’lovinccs Tenancy Act has icference to the holding hen the proceed- 
ings in a Civil Court arc initiated, and it can not avail a pcison that in a sub- 
sequent settlement he was recorded as a tenant. 

Appeal by the Defendant, 

Suit to eject the defendant from certain waste lands. 

The facts of the case and argument are ^sufficiently stated 
in the judgment. 

Babu Sarai Chandra Roy Chowdkury for the Appellant. 

Babti Bepin Chnnder Mnllick for the Respondent 

t • c. A. V. 

The judgment of the Court was as follows : — 

The plaintiff, as a gaontia of the village, sued to eject the 
defendant from certain waste lands described as gochur lands on 
the' ground that the defendant was a trespasser. The defendant 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1701 of 1906, against the decree of 
Puma Chandra Mitra Esq , District Judge of Sambalpore, dated the 26th Mav 
1906, affirming that of Babu N. Qhosh, Munsiff of Sambalpore, dated the 13th 
March 1906. p 

(1)(1896) 10C.P.L.R.17. 


(2) (1898) T. L. R. 21 Mad. 288. 
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pleaded adverse possession for upwards of 12 years, and set up a 
tenancy of the land in question under the plaintiff. Both the 
Courts below have found in favour of the plaintiff, and they have Turkhit Panda 

directed hi*n to be put in khas possession of the plots in suit. Anantta^aontia 

Pn second appeal, four contentions have been addressed to • 
us on behalf of the defendant appellant ; jFtrst^ that the Civil 
Court had no jurisdiction to entertain the sui[ : secondly^ that a 
gaontia in the district of Sambalpur cannot eject an occupier •of 
land throaigh the Civil Court, but that he can do so through 
the agency of the Settlement* Department at the periodical 
quadrennial revisions of settlement : thirdly^ that whether the 
defendant paid rent or not to the plaintiff, he is a tenant of the 
land and cannot be ejected as being a trespasser : and fourthly^ 

I that inasmuch as the defendant was recorded and recognized by * 
the Settlement Officer as a raiyat at the recent settlement, he 
cannot be ejected in the suit of a gaontia. 

The question of jurisdiction was not taken at any previous 
stage in this litigation. It is ncit referred to in any of the 
grounds of appeal, nor did it form the subject of any of the issues 
raised. But in accordance with settled law on the subject, we 
allow it to be taken in second appeal ; though if that question 
depends for its determination upon facts, and those facts have 
not been found by the lower*appellate Court, or the Court of first 
instance, an appellant cannot ask this Court to find them : the 
appellant must substantiate his^ contention, if he can, on the 
facts already found. If he is unable to point to any facts in 
support of his plea, that plea must necessarily fail. The learned 
vakil for the defendant appellant relies on the provisions of 
'section 152 of the Central Provinces Land Revenue Act (XVIII 
of 1881). That section provides (a) no “ Civil Court shall entertain ” 
any suit instituted or application made to obtain a decision or 
order on any matter which the Gevernor -General in Council, the 
Chief Commissioner or a Revenue or Settlement Officer is by this 
Act empowered to detetmine or dis{>ose of ; and in particular (d) 
tio Civil Court shall exercise jurisdiction over any of the matters 
provided for in sectionap forty, forty -one, forty- two and eighty-nine • 

IS to waste lands He has also called our attention to sedition 
'7 ( 3 ) of the said Act which says ‘*the Settlement Officer may 
letermine disputes regarding the rights of persons resident in 
he village or holding lands comprised in the mehal, in or to the 
ommon land of the mehal, and its produce and the village site.^^ 

Ve are not aware whether the Settlement Officer was empowered 
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in the manner prescribed by the Act to determine or dispose 
of the precise question arising between the parties to the present 
litigation ; nor ar^ we aware of the precise meaning to be 
attached to the expression common land.” These are matters 
which ought to have been brought forward in the lower Courts 
in order that, the necessary facts bearing upon the question of 
jurisdiction might have been decided so that the question of law 
might have been subsequently raised and determined in special 
appeal if not earlier. On the facts as we find them in^the judg- 
ment of the lower appellate Court, we do not see that there 
was any defect of jurisdiction. It admits of no doubt that the 
ordinary Civil Courts can not be ousted of their jurisdiction in 
the absence of an express provision of law to that effect. 

As a matter of construction we think that gochtir lands 
cannot be classed in the same category as common lands. Gochtir 
lands appear to be lands reserved for the proprietor of a Govern- 
ment village in the district of Sambalpur while, on the other 
hand ^ common lands ’ appear to be the property of the general 
body of villagers. 

The case of Manhodh v. Afiai (i), although not precisely in 
point, shows that the Civil Courts cannot be ousted of their 
jurisdiction in the absence of specific notifications issued by the 
Chief Commissioner under the land Revenue Act. We 
accordingly overrule the first contention in bar. 

Then with regard to the contention that a gaontia cannot 
eject an occupier of land througn the Civil Court, it is urged the 
gaontia is not in the position of a proprietor but that he is a 
mere farmer under the Government. This view does not derive 
support from section 4 (8<?) of Act XVIII of 1881, where the word 
‘proprietor’ is defined as including z gaontia a Government 
village in the Sambalpur District except in section 4 clause (h), 
and in sections 61, 62, 63 and 69 The excepted sections refer 
to allowances made to excluded proprietors and to the determin- 
ation or record of Str land For the purposes of the present 
suit, the plaintiff as gaontia of the village must be taken to be a 
proprietor of the same and entitled to luring an action in eject- 
ment* 

On the third contention that whether the defendant paid 
rent or not, he is a tenant on the land and cannot be ejected as 
a trespasser, we can not disturb the finding of the lower appel- 
late Court that the defendant is a trespasser and that he has not 
(1) (1896) 10 C P. L. R. 17. 
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succeeded in making out his tenancy. We have, however, 
thought it proper to consider the provisions of the Acts brought 
to our notice, although on the findings ajrived at by the two 
lower Coijrts, it was not necessary to do so. 

•Lastly, the recognitioli of the defendant's tenancy by the 
settlement Department took place after the institution of the 
suit giving risb to the present appeal, and the Civil Court must 
adjudicate on the* rights of the parties as they e.xisted wheiuthe 
plaint wjs filed and not on any title ‘subsequently derived, 
see Ramanadan Chetti v. Puhkutti Servai (i). Moreover, the 
entry in the settlement record is not conclusive . it is only a 
matter of presumption. Nor can the defendant be regarded as .i 
tenant within the meaning of section 2(10), E.xplaijation II of 
of the Central Provinces Tenancy Act (XI of 1898), which says 
“ the holder of a survey number in a village let in farm by 
Government, or held by a gamtia in the Sambalpur District is a 
tenant of the farmer or gaontia for the time being." The hol- 
ding of a survey number must ^of course, have reference to the 
holding wheit the proceedings in a Civil Court are initiated, and 
It cannot avail the defendant that in a subsequent settlement he 
was recorded as a tenant. He may be a tenant in the eye of the 
settlement Department, but for the purposes of the present 
litigation we cannot regatd him as such. 

In the result, the decision of the lower appellate Court 
appears to be quite correct and we accordingly dismiss the appeal 
with costs. * 

T. M. Appeal (liimtsied 


Vurkhit Panda 

f. 

Auaiula Oiiontia, 


(1) I L.K.21.Mad 288 (2!)0) 
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Before Sir Francis W. Macleaii Kt.^ K. C. I. E.^ Chief 
Justice and Mr. Justice Doss. 

BEPIN BEHARI KUNDU a'wd others 

V. 

DURGA CHARAN BANDOPADHAYA.* 
CHANDRA KUMAR DAS GUPTA and others 

DURGA CHARAN BANDOPADHAYA.* 

^ PROFULLYA KUMAR ROY and others 

V. 

DURGA CHARAN BANDOPADHAYA/ 

HARA NATH BANDOPADHAYA and others 

V. 

DURGA CHARAN BANDOPADHAYA.^ 

llindiL Law — Widoie, alienation hij, without legal necesa it y — Co merit of female 

i et e)i>ionens — Alienee, nature of estate taken — Projrer purpose —Pr'eisurnption, 

Per ci/riam. The conbont of a female reversioner to the sale by a Hindu 
widow without legal necessity does not bind or affect the leveisioncr who takes 
an absolute estate. The alienee gets only the (lualified estate of the alienor. 

A'oer Goolah Singh v llao Kurun Singh (1), Vaigimn liangji v. Ohelji 
OokaldaH (2), Vinayak v. Goiind Venkatei>h (3), and Ahinu^k Chandra 
Maziimdar M.llari Nath Shalia (4), leferied to. ** 

8uch consent does not raise a presumption of law that the pui poses for 
which It was made was pioper. 

Appeals by the Defendants. 

ISuits for possession of property. 

The facts of the case and argument appear sufficiently from 
the judgment of Doss J. 

Dr. Priya Nath Sen for the Appellants. 

Badu Baikuntha Nath Dai^ for the Respondent. 

c. A. \. 

The judgments of the Court were as follows : — 

Maclean — As I concur in the fuller judgment about 

to be delivered by my brother Doss, I propose to say but little. 

• Appeals from Appellate Decrees Nos 2270 to 2282 of 1906, against the 
decrees of W, S. Coutts Esq., District Judge of Faridpur, da^^ the 29th 
October 1906, affirming those of Babn Bemola Charan Majumdar, Subordinate 
Judge of Faridpur, dated the 30th July 1904. 

(1) (1871) 14 M. 1. A. 176. 

(2) (1881> I. L. K. 6 Bom. 56H. 

(8) (1900) I. L. R. 25 Bom. 129 ; 2 Bom. L. R. 820. 

(4) 1904) I. L. R. 32 Calc. 62. 
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This is a suit for possession of certain property. Both Courts Oiviii. 

have decreed the suit. The facts are stated in the judgment 1908 . 

of the lower appellate Court and I need not recapitulate them, Beh^ Kundu 

The defendants claim*the property under certain conveyances 
made by *0116 Sonamoni who enjoyed^ in that property, the i^ 3 opadh^a. 

estate and interest of a Hindu widow. The plaintiff, who is the .. , ^ . 

^ C. /, 

reversioner, contends that those conveyances are not binding on 

him. It has beenp found that the sales wefe not effected for • 
legal necessity. It is, however, urged for >he appellant that the 
sales were made with the consent of the then reversioners 
Bindu Basini and Baroda, hc>th of whom were purdanashin 
women. There is no finding that there was any such consent : 
and Uiis strictly should dispose of the appeal. But if there 
were, it is only the consent of two women, whose interest was , 
the limited one of Hindu widow : This consent could not 
bind or affect the present plaintiff who takes an absolute estate. 

Then it is said their consent raises a presumption of the 
propriety of the transaction. 1 do not think that the consent — even 
if any there# were, which is not l^und — of these two purdanashin 
women, whose position of dependence is so well recognised in 
India, could have any such effect. 

These views are in accordance with the authorities cited in 
the judgment of my learned colleague. All the points fail, and 
the appeals must be dismissed with costs. 

Doss J. — The plaintiff who is the respondent in this appeal, 
sued as the sole reversionary heif of his maternal grandfather Kah 
Kant Roy to recover possession of certain properties from the 
defendants, who claimed to hold them under a purchase fro'ni the 
widow of Kali Kant Roy. 

Kali Kant died leaving widow Sonamoni and three 
daughters, Barada Sund^i, Bindu Bashini and Mokshada. 

Sonamoni* died on the .4th Bysack 1307, i. e., the i6th April 
1900. Barada Sundari predeceased her mother, without leaving 
any male issue. Bindu Bashini who survived her mother died 
on the 4th Assin 1307, that is the 20th September 1900, leaving 
I son, the present plaintiff. Mokshada became a widow, wherv 
•he was a child and consequently could not be an heir uncter the 
"lindu la\f. Sonamoni inherited a widow’s estate in, the 
Properties left by her husband, and her two daughters were the 
lext reversionary heirs^at the time. 

On*the 17th Pous 1287, that is the 31st December 1880, 

^hen both Barada Sundari and Bindu Bashini were living and 
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plaintiff had been born^ and was a minor, the widow Sonamoni 
conveyed by a Kobala the properties in suit to the father of the 
defendants. . ^ 

Plaintiff seeks to recover possession of this property on the 
ground that on the death of his mothei^, Bindu Bashini, on the .ioth 
September 19QO, he became solely entitled to succeed to it as 
his reversionary heir. The principal ground, (atnong others, to 
which it is needless now to refer) upon which' the claim was resisted 
by the defendants was*that the alienation was made by t^>e widow 
for leg^il necessity, and with the ajsent of her two daughters. 

Both the Courts below have concurrently found that the 
defendants have totally failed to prove the existence of any legal 
necessity justifying the sale, and have accoidingly decreed the 
plaintiff’s suit. 

The only point which has been raised before us in second 
appeal is that the Courts below ought to have held that the 
consent of the daughters to the alienation by the widow raised a 
presumption of law that the , purpose for which it was made 
was proper, or that, at any rate, it is some evidende of the pro- 
priety of the transaction. 

There is no finding by either of the Courts below that the 
(laughters assented to the sale. That being so, the foundation 
(^f the contention fails 


. But even assuming for a moment that the daughters did, 
in fact, give their consent to the sale, I am still of opinion that 
in tlie circumstances of this case, it does not raise any presump- 
tion of law that the purpose for which the alienation was made 
was propel , so as to pass an absolute and indefeasible estate in 
favour of the alienee. The reversionary estate of the daughters 
at the date of the alienation was of a limited and qualified 
character, and was contingent upon their surviving the widow. 
If the widow had made a gift .of the property to the' daughters, 
the effect of the transaction would have been to accelerate the 
contingent limited estate of the daughters, and to reduce it into 
an estate in possession. It would not have conferred on them 
1 any larger estate than the limited and qqalified estate to which 
they <would have succeeded had they survived the widow. It 
would not have conferred on them an estate transmissible to their 
own heirs ; Isri Dut Koet v. Musst. Hanshntti Koerin (i), Duli 
Siftg V. Sunder Singh (2), Bhttpnl Ram \\ Lachma Knar (^. For 


(ll (IS831 L. U. 10 I. A 160 , I L. R. 10 Calc 324. 

(2; (1892) 1 L. K. . 14 All, 377. (3. (1883) I. L R ll All. 263. 
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the same reasons, if the widow had, with the concurrence of the 
daughters alienated the property in favour of a stranger, the 
alienee would not have taken any largei estate than the limited 
and qiidlified estate of the widow or of the claiighters, for the 
alienee cannt)t have a larger Estate than that possessed by the 
alienors, and the coalition of the estate of the widow with that 
of the daughters not having the effect of amplifying the quantum 
of the resultant estate ; Goalab Sing and otJfcrs v. Ran Ktnnn 
Sing (i), Varjwan Rangji v Ghclji (rnkaJdas (2), Vmayak v. 
Govind Vcnkatcsh (3), Ahinash C/iandia Mnzumdat \,Han Xath 
Shaba (4). * * 

The lesult, no doubt, would have been diheient, if the next 
reversionary heirs concurring in the alienation had not been 
females, but males entitled iiiidei the law to succeed to an abso- 
lute estate of inheritance. Bajuingi Siu'^h v Mam Karnika 
Bnksh Sini![ {^)y Xaha Kishoic Surma R<[y v Hart Xath vSnnna 
Rnv (6) 

If then the real operative effect of consent by a female re- 
versioner to an •alienation by a widow, be such as I have stated, 
It i^ somewhat difficult to see how it can raise a piesumption 
of law that the purpose for which fhe alienation was made was 
proper, and then indiieclly (hiough the me(iium of such a pre 
sumption, confei on the ahenee a laiger estate than that which 
It directly and without the aid of such a presumption, it is in- 
< tp.ible ot conteinng /n I'a/jiran Raut^ji v Ghclji Gfikalda), (2), 
m which the widow had made ft similai alienation with the 
consent of her daughter, Bai Bhakat, Sir Charles Sergent, in 
delivering the judgment of the Court, said — Nor can the mVre 
concurrence of Bai Bhakat, albeit the neaiest in succession, 
(having regard to the state of dependence in which all women are 
Mipposed by Hinifu daw to [lave their being) be regarded as 
affording th^ slightest presumption that the alienation was a 
justifiable one.” In Vmayak v. Govind Vcnkatcsh (3), Jenkins 
C J , quoted this opinion with approval and adopted it as part 
of the reasoning in his judgment. 

The passage cited by the learned vakil for the appellant from 
he judgment of the Hrfvy Council in the Collector of Ma'ty^lt- 
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(1) (1871) 14 M. I. A. 176. (2) (1881) I. h. K 5 liorn. W i. ^ 

(3) (1900) I. L. R. 25 Bom. 129 , 2 Bom L, R. 820. 

(4) ( 1904 ) I. L. R., 32 Calc. 62. 

a007) Is, R S.*! I. A 1 , I L. R. 30 All. 1. 

(6) (1884) I. L. R. 10 Calc. 1102. 



TfiK OALCUTtA LAW JOURNAL. 


[VoL. Vlll. 


124 


Civil. 

1908. 

Bepin Behary Kundu 
r. 

Durm Charan 
Bannopadbaya. 

J)(m, J, 


patam v. Cavaly Vencata Narainapah^ (i) in support of his con- 
tion does not touch the present case, because as the previous 
context shows, their Lordships were there dealing with the case 
where the reversfonary heirs are collaterals, that is male heirs 
entitled to succeed to an absolute estate of inheritance, subject to 
the estate of the widow. Similarly in the passage cited from the 
judgment of* the Privy Council in Rajliikhee Debea v. Gokool 
Chunder Chowdhury (2), their Lordships were evidently referring 
to"' male reversioners., 

As to the second branch of the contention that the consent 
of the daughters is, at any rate, some evidence of the propriety 
of the. alienation, the Courts below having found that beyond the 
mere recitals in the kobala^ there is absolutely no reliable evidence 
of the existence of legal necessity, such evidence cannot be of 
any avail to the defendants, unless, it, by itself, be sufficient to 
establish legal necessity. 

For the foregoing reasons I think this appeal ought to be 
dismissed with costs. 

This judgment govern! appeals from appellate decrees 
Nos. 2280, 2281 and 2282 of 1906. 

Appeals dismissed. 

(1) (1861) 8 M I. A. 529 at p.Ul ; 2 W. U. 1>. C. «1. 

(2) (18(39) 13 M. I. A. 209 at 228. 
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, Before Mr fuUke Brett and Mr. fitUtce Chtttv. 
LALITESWAR SINGH 

V 

BHABESWAR SINGH AND OTHERS.* 

Jitibooana grant of anceetral jfro^rtg — Grantee' e eetate. nature of — Cnetoni — 
Burden of proof— Partition^ Bahooana grant, nature of. 

P^rcttrww-Landcd property acquired by a grand.'ather and distributed 
among his sons does not by such gift bccomb their self-acquiretl property so as 
to enable them to dispose of it to thcxpiejudice of the grandsons'. 

Muddm Gopal Thakur v. Bam Bakah Pandey (1), followed. 

A Bahooana grant of ancestral property by the owner of an impartible 
estate to enure for the benefit not only of a junior member of the family but 
of his male descendants in the direct line does not loose its ancestral character 
by the grant. It does not become self^acquired property in the hands of the 
grantee or his direct male descendants. Hence the other members of the 
family have the rights in it which they can claim under the ^itakshara law, 
that is, the right to restrain alienation except m cases of legal necessity and 

t, rT Original Decree No. 267 of 1907, against the decree of 

H. E, Kansom Ksq., District Judge of Durbhanga, dated the 27th May 1W7, 

(1)(1856) 6M.I A. 165. 



VoL. VIll.] 


HIGH COURT. 


U5 




the right to claim partition and the original grantee has no power to dispose 
of the property by Will. 

Ram Chunder Marvoari v. Mud^hwar Singh (1), followetl 

The custom which operates in the case of the Raj itself dues not apply to a 
Bahooana gdtnt without the requisite proof which is necessary in such oasca. 
The burden of proof lies upon the person seeking to establish the particular 
custom and to take this out of the ordinary category df Hindu family 
property. ^ . 

Per Brett J . — A Bnbooana grant is made to a junior member of the family 
and to his descendants in the male line for their iflaintenance. The grant is 
not of a porflon of landed property to pay off a certain fixed sum of money 
which the grantee is entitled to claim ^n account of his maintenance from the 
Raja, but it is a grant for the maintenance of the grantee and. his male 
descendants so long as there are any. 

Appeal by the Defendant. 

Suit for partition. 

The facts and argument appear sufficiently from the judg- 
ment. 

A/essrs Jackson and Hill and Babas Lai Mohan Doss and 
Baldco Narava^t Singh for Appellant. 

Mr. Garth^ Dr. Rash Behary Ghosr and Babas Umakali 
MnkcrJ\ Golap Chundcr Sarkar, Akhoy Kumar Banerji^ Laksmi 
Narain Singh and Chandra Sekhur Prosad Singh for the 
Respondents. 

* (.. A. V. 
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The judgments of the Court were as follows 

Brett J. — I agree entirely with the conclusions arrived at by 
my learned brother in his judgment and with his reasons and I 
hold that the appeal must be dismissed with costs. I only desire 
to add a few supplementary remarks. 

The line of argument which has been taken by the learned 
counsel for the apipellant has been*that property which forms the 
subject of a babooana grant is not the property of the joint 
family^ that it is alienable at the Will of the grantee, and that the 
incidents which attach to the Raj must be held to apply to the 
property which forms the subject of the babooana grant to the 
extent that as in the case of the Raj the junior members of the 
family have no right •to claim partition or to retain alienation 
because they^have no rights of ownership, so in the case of a 
babooana grant the junior members of the grantee’s family fiave 
^ no such rights. 

In other words his argument amounts to this that under a 
babooana grant the property passes to the original grantee 

(1) (1906) I, L. B. 33 Calc. 1158. 
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absolutely and he has the right to alienate the whole or any part 

1»0», ^ of it subject to no restraint from the junior members of his 

Lalitesiw Singh ^^^nch of the family who too have no^right to claim partition, 

and from this it follows that the grantee has full power to dispose 
Bhaib68war Singh. r .1 *11 • 

‘ of the property by will. 

5/^ J. Xhe argument cannot in my opinion be sustained either in 

principle or by authority. 

• A habooana grant is made to a junior member of the family 
and to his descendants in the male line for their maintejiance, and 
. and the line of argument of the learned counsel were followed 

to its logical conclusion the result would be that the object for 
which the grants are made might be defeated by the first grantee 
who could dispose of the whole of the property at once and so 
defeat the right of all his descendants in the male line. 

The argument of the learned counsel that the whole or any 
part of the property covered by the grant is alienable by the 
first grantee is based on the contention that the property passes 
to him as an absolute gift and by such transfer ceases to be ances- 
tral and becomes the self-acquired property of the grantee only. 
In my opinion the contention is not sound in principle. Admit- 
tedly the property which forms the subject of a habooana grant 
is ancestral in the hands of the grantor, and applying the prin- 
ciple laid down in the case of Mnddun Gopal Thakoor v. Ram 
Rnksh Pandey (i) the property would not lose its original 
character by reason of the grant nor in the present case would it 
lose it under the terms of the grant. The grant is made for the 
maintenance of the grantee, as a junior member of the family, 
and his descendants in the male line subject to the restriction 
that on failure of male descendants it reverts to the Raj. 

Now the right of the junior members of the family in the 
case of a Raj like the Darbhunga ’Raj to babooana grants for 
maintenance undoubtedly arises out of the fact that they are 
members of the joint family who, were it not for the special 
customs prevailing in the case of the Raj, would have the same 
rights as members of a joint Hindu family governed by the 
• Mitakshara law ordinarily have under that law and those rights 
incli/de a right to a share in the ancestral family property. In 
consequence of the incidents of primogeniture and impartibility 
which by immemorial custom attach to the Raj they lose their 
right, to enjov a share of the family property, but as a compen 
sation for that loss they are entitled to receive from the Raja 

(1) (1863)6 w. R. 71. 
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certain portions of the landed property of the Raj as babooana 
grants for the maintenance of themselves and their descendants 
in the male line. T^e grant is not of a portion of landed pro- 
perty tof>ay off a certain fixed sum of money which the grantee 
is entitled to claim on account of his maintenance from the Raja, 
but it is a grant for the maintenance of the grantee and his male 
descendants so long as there are any. The fact that the Raja 
continues to be registered as pioprietor in the official registers, 
on whicji the learned counsel rehes for otfier purposes, certainly 
supports the view that the property does not lose its original and 
ancestral character by reason of the grant or became the self- 
acquired property of the grantee alone. It is admitted that on the 
death of the original grantee the property passes to his heirs as 
ancestral property with all the incidents attaching to such pro- 
perty under the Mitakshara law. The grant is made under the 
kulachar or family custom for the maintenance of male members 
of a branch of the family so long as there may be any, and not 
merely for the maintenance of tl^e individual in whose name in 
the first instance the grant is made. There is in my opinion no 
reason which can in principle be supported for holding that the 
property which is the subject of the grant ceases to be ancestral 
only for the period that the first grantee lives so as to enable him 
to defeat the whole object of the grant. 

Nor can the argument be supported by authority. In the 
case of Baboo Giinesh Diitt Sin^h v. Maharaja Mohcshur Sitif^h 
and others (i) their Lordships of the Privy Council do not lay 
down, as the learned counsel suggests, that the incidents, which 
attach to the Raj must be held to attach to the grant because 
they hold that “ the property is never separated from the Zemin- 
dary at all ” ,.in fact that opinion is expressed to distinguish 
Bahooana grants from absolute grants. The learned counsel 
admits that the right of primogeniture and impartibility which 
are incidents of the Raj itself cannot apply to Bahooana grants, 
and it is not clear on what he Rases his contention that because 
the right of alienation is not restricted in the case of the holder 
of the Raj therefor# the holder of a Bahooana grant has th’e 
same unrestricted right. 

The grant in the case of Raja Nursing Deb v. Roy Koylcf^hnath 
and others (2), on which the learned counsel relies, was not 
a Bahooana grant at all. It was a grant of landed property 
made in discharge of a decree obtained for a specific sum of 
(1) (1855) 6 M. I. A. 166 (See page 197). (2) (1862; 9 M I. A. 65. 
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money as maintenance. That case has therefore no application 
to the present. 

Nor do the cases of Sartraj Ktiari v. Deoraj Knari (i) and of 
Sri Raja Rao Venkata Surya Mahipati Rama Krishna Rao 
Bahadurs, The Court of Wards dind Venkata Kumar i Mahipati Surya 
Rao (2) assist kis argument. They simply lay down what are the 
incidents which attach to the Raj itself^ which in this case are not 
disputed. 

In the case of Rameswar Singh v. yibcnder Singh (3)^7' is not 
laid dovm as the learned counsel suggests that the original gran- 
tee of a bahooaiia grant has the right to alienate the whole or 
any part of the property covered by the grant subject to no res- 
traint by other persons interested in the grant, but that the right 
to alienate may be exercised for sufficient and good cause. And in 
the case of Ram Chunder Marwari v. Mudeshwar Singh (4), it 
has been laid down that a babooana grant of ancestral property by 
the owner of an impartible estate to enure for the benefit not 
only of a junior member of the family but of his male descendants 
in the direct line does not lose its ancestral character by the grant. 
It does not become self-acquired property, in the hands of the 
grantee or his direct male descendants. The latter case is direct 
authority against the contention of the learned counsel and though 
we have been informed that the case is dnder appeal to the Privy 
Council, I see no reason to dissent from it. In fact I am in agree- 
ment with the view taken by the learned judges in that case. 

No authorities have been quoted to support the contention 
that the property covered by a babooana grant becomes self- 
acquired only so long as it is in the hands of the original grantee 
and in my opinion the contention is unsound. 

It follows then that the property being ancestral, the other 
members of the family have the rights‘^in it which they can claim 
under the Mitakshara law, that is^the right to restrain alienation 
except in cases of legal necessity and the right to claim partition : 
and the original grantee has no'power to dispose of the property 
by will. 

The plaintiffs are therefore entitled to ..he relief claimed and 
the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Chitty J. — This is an appeal from a decree of the District 
Judge of Darbhanga passed in favour of the plaintiff and ordering 


(1) (1888) L. B. 15 1. A. 51 ; I. L. R. 10 All. 272. 

(2) (1898) L. R. 26 1. A. 82 : I L. B. 22 Mad. 383. 

(3) (1905) 1. L. B. 33 C»lc 683. (4) (1906) 1. L. B. 33 Calc. 1158. 
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a partition of the property in suit. The plaintiff Babu Bhabeswar 
Singh instituted the suit against his brother Babu Laliteshwar 
Singh and his five nephews. His claim was (i) for a declaration 
that the alleged will of Babu Guneswar Singli (father of plaintiff 
and defeftdant No. I, and. grand-father of the other defendants) 
dated 17th March 1903, was invalid and ineffectual again^t the 
property in suit ; (2) that it be determined that the property was 
joint and the plaintiffs share therein was one* fourth and (3) that 
the said property be partitioned. He furthei* put forward a claim as 
against (defendant No. i> for an account^ for a receiver^ and for dis- 
covery. The relationship of tlfe parties and their position in the 
family of the Maharaja of Darbhanga appears from the following 
Geneplogical table : — * 

There is no question that the parties are members of a 
Hindu family governed, save for any special custom, by the 
Mitakshara Law. The property in dispute is the Fergana Fadri 
and any accretions of it which there may be. This Fergana was 
granted by a former Maharaja Rudra Singh to his second son 
Guneswar ac(;ording to the ktilai lfar or custom of the Durbhanga 
family, as haboonudy that is to say, for the maintenance of himself 
and his descendants in the male line, with the condition that on 
failure of male heirs in snrb 

Aiic ijiaiu appears to nave been made before any of Gunes- 
war’s sons were born, 'fhe grant was not by Sanad, but it is 
referred to in a Sanad, dated 7th Fhalgun 1257 and granted by 
the Maharajah Rudra Singh in favour of his eldest son and 
successor Maharaja Maheshwar Singh, (iuneswar enjoyed the 
property during his life time, and dealt with it in various wSys, to 
which we shall hereafter refer. He had four sons to each of whom 
he appears to have made an allowance. Two predeceased him 
and at his death defendant No. i was the elder of the two, then 
surviving.. At the close of his life Guneswar was removed to 
Benares, where he was under the care of defendant No. i. He is 
said to have executed on 17th March 1905 a will of which he 
appointed defendant No. i executor trustee. The effect of the will 
was to tie up the whole property, (subject to an annual allowance 
of Rs. 1 1,000 to each hf his sons or their respective desceivlants) 
for an indefinite period after the testator's death for the pa3jment 
of the debts incurred by him during his life time. The will 
further provided for the maintenance and upkeep of the family 
idols, dedicating as debutter certain specified properties. Finally 

* See next page 
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by the will after the satisfaction of all the debts due to creditois 
and also the settlement of all disputes and suits relating to the 
estate^ the residue of the estate was to be partitioned among the 
four branches of the /ainily. The factutu of this will was dis- 
puted^and cfefendant Xo. I’s application for probate was contested 
The Couit of first instance refused probate, but that decision was 
reversed on appeal to this Court A further appeal to His 
Majesty in Council has been lodged, but for the purposes of the 
present case, the will niu‘>t be regarded as living been execute*!, 
and as beifig the last will and testament of Babu/iuneshwar Singh. 
The appellant in his written statement contended that the* will 
was valid and operative, that Babu (nineshn ar Singh was competent 
to execute such a will, and that a custom ot executing such wills 
prc\ ailed in the Durbhanga family He further subiditted that 
e\en if the said will was not \ahd, in \iew of the nature of the 
tenure held in the said IVigana l\i<lri and the incidents theieof 
the same w’as not liable to partition, and that neithei plaint ill 
nor any of the defendants couW claim such partition 

Kle\en is^ycs w’ere li anted b\ the learned Subordinal <* Iixlge 
bctorewhoin the smi onginall) c<nne The\ aie set rnil in the 
pidginent now under appeal The point fc^r our deter minat ion 
may howe\er be stated bioadl) thus • -was the /inhoootitt grant in 
the hands of Babu (Juncslnvai Singh ancestral or self-acquired 
pi Opel t\ " If the foimer, Ins inteiest tlierein ceased at death and 
he could make no \alid testamentary disposition wdth regard 1o 
it. It the lattei, he could disposc^of it as be ple.ised. 

The appellant's counsel argued on the following lines • (i) 
there wms no partition (he said) of the properties, the subjoin of 
t he grant, from the properties of' the parent Raj. the 
inability of a father to alienate arose from the interest of Ins sons 
acquired at birth .the property in paternal and ancestral estate 
acijuired by, birth under Afitakshara Law u’as so connected walh 
the right to partition, that it dfd not exist where there w^as no 
such right . therefore (he argued) there was no proprietary right 
in this estate on the part of the sons. (2) That the eldest son 
where the Mitakshara Law^ prevails and there is a custom of 
primogeniture, does flot become a co-sharer with his father in 
the estate : therefore to exclude the general operation of law as 
to an estate being alienable a custom that it is inalienable itiust 
be proved. (3) The testator, if he could alienate by gift might 
do it by y;\\\. (4) The right to have a hahooana allowance does not 
create a community of interest which would be a restraint on an 
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alienation. (5) To prevent alienation there must be a co-ownership 
in the son or sons. (6) The burden of proof is upon those who 
seek to restrain alienation and (7) where there is no right on 
the part of the sohs to partition, there is no right to the estate. 

The fallacy of this argument appears to me to lie in the 
assumption that the peculiar incidents attaching to the Raj 
itself must nefcessarily attach also to the property granted out of 
it as hahooana. The attribute of impartibiUty and the custom 
of succession by primogeniture, which undoubtedly obtain with 
regard to the Raj itself, have arisen for a particulai purpose, 
namely, to keep the Raj intact fr)m generation to generation in 
the direct male line. This custom is well rocognised, and has 
been accepted by the Courts. But for it, however, the family 
would be subject to the ordinary Mitakshara Law. Now the 
peculiar incidents of the tenure of the Raj itself do not, it is 
conceded, apply in their entirety to property granted to the 
younger members of the family who are styled Babus. The grant 
is one for maintenance and is irrevocable only so long as there are 
in existence direct male descendants of the grantee ; but on failure 
of them it reverts to the Raj It is not subject to the rule of primo- 
geniture ; but descends to all the male members of the grantee’s 
line according to the ordinary rules of inheritance. The custom 
therefore which operates in the case of the Raj itself cannot be 
held to apply to a babooana grant without the requisite proof 
which is necessary in such cases. The burden of proof would lie 
upon the person seeking to establish the particular custom, and 
to take the case out of the ordinary category of Hindu family 
property, that is to say, in this case upon the appellant. 

A considerable body of evidence has been adduced upon the 
point but we do not consider it necessary to examine it in minute 
detail. 

Much reliance was placed by the appellant’s counsel on the 
fact that Maharaj Kumar Nitlreswar Singh made a will. Babu 
Nitreswar Singh was a son of the Maharaja Rudra Singh and had 
obtained Pergana Nisankpur Khudha as his babooana grant. He 
left 2 infant sons and several daughters. He certainly on 31st 
July 1883, made a will whereof he appointed the late Maharaja 
Sir Rameswar Singh Executor and the Maharaja obtained probate 
of it. The value of the circumstance as tending to establish a 
custom is however not great. By the will the testator desired 
that provision should be made for the marriages of his then 
unmarried daughters, and the ^ardianship of his sons, but 
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beyond that the property was left to his two sons. He did not 
therefore atempt to alter the ordinary course of inheritance. 
There was no contest or»occasion for dispute regarding that will 
and it may well have been accepted as an expression of the 
testator’s wishes, which left matters very much as they would 
have been, had no such will been made. This solitary instance 
of a purely negative character cannot be regarded as proof of 
the custom to which appellant desires to establish. • 

Then# there was evidence of gifts by some of the Babus of 
small portions of land out of th^r respective Parganas. • 

Babu Kirat Singh in i8i8 appears to have made a. gift of 
41 bighas of land to Sri Harlata Ojhaiii. Nearly 40 years later 
in 185^ he divided his property between his two sons in the 
propoitions of 9 annas to 7 annas. There is nothing to show 
that the sons or either of them raised any objection to this 
course. It was probably a family arrangement. VVe then find 
some 8 alienations by Babu Guneshwar Singh himself of small 
plots of land in no case exceediag 50 bighas. The plaintiff 
contended tha! these had been made with the express consent of 
Babu Guneshwar Singh’s sons. The finding of the learned District 
Judge on this point is not quite clear, but this much is certain 
that they raised no objection to any of these alienations. They were 
made on particular occasioits, and to particular persons, c, g, to the J 
family priests in connection with the Sradh ceremonies of the donor’s|v 
wife. They were such small alienations as the head of a family mightf^ 
well make without question by his co-sharers. They cannot in*^ 
our opinion be taken as proof of a customary power of alienationjt 
which could be enforced against the will of other members oV 
the family. There is lastly a considerable body of oral testimony 
but it really does not carry the matter much further. The 
appellant who is the eldest member of the family did not himself 
venture into the witness box. We were told that this was because 
he had been disbelieved by the Court of first instance in the 
probate proceedings. That could *hardly be an excuse for his 
ieclining to give evidence in a subsequent case, if his testimony 
:ould further his contention. It may therefore be assumed that 
t could not. There is upon the record his deposition in the 
ormer case, * in which he stated : — “Had the will not bfeen 
executed, so far as I know, 1 would have been the kurta of the 

amily, all my father’s properties are joint, I have 

lot enquired whether the babooana interest is partible or not.” 
This is certainly an admission which in the absence of any 
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present explanation by the appellant must be taken against him. 
On the evidence as a whole I entirely agree with the learned 
District Judge that«no family custom hg^ been proved, which 
would authorise an alienation of this property by will.,. 

It was argued by appellant’s counsel that this case was 
practically concluded by the decision of the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council, in the case of Ram Sartaj Kuan v. Ram 
Dtoraj Kuari (i) ; but that case, as also the others cited and relied 
ipon by him, dealt with the tenure of the impartible Raj itself. 
They* did not touch the question of the character of babooana 
)roperty, which as I have pointed out is subject to different 
:onsiderations. The other casess were Baboo Gmic^h Dutt 
^ingh V. Maharaja Mohcshur Singh (2), and Sri Ra/a Rao 
Venkata v. Court (J Wards (3). 

The case of Muddun Gopal Thakoor v Ram Buksh Pan dev 
(4), is an authority for the proposition that landed property 
acquired by a grand-father and distributed among his sons does 
not by such gift became tl^cir self-acquired property so as to 
enable them to dispose of it to the prejudice of the grandsons 
So here the grant of the Pargana Padri to Babu Guneshwar 
Singh as babooana did not make it his self-acquired property. 
The question of the nature of babooana grants in the Durbhanga 
family has been before this Court recently in two cases, and those 
decisions are adverse to the appellant’s contentions Those cases 
are Rameswar Singh \. Jibcndcr Singh (5), and Ram Chandra 
Manvari v, Mudcshxvar Sing)i (6). The question in each case 
was, as to creditor’s rights, the contention h^iug iivdt babooana 
property was inalienable and so not available for the satisfaction 
of debts. In the latter case the learned Judges say : — The 
grant was made by the owner of the impartible Raj estate to 
enure for the benefit not only of Guneshwar Singh but of his 
direct male line. It was ancestral property in the hand of the 
Rajah and did not lose its character by the transfer.” With that 
expression of opinion I entirely agree. It is said that an appeal 
is pending to His Majesty in Counsel against that decision, but 
that cannot affect the decision in the present case If, as I think, 
this' property in the hands of Guneshwar Singh was ancestral 
property, his sons acquired an interest in it at their birth. He 


a) (1888) 15 1. A. 61 , I. L U, 10 All :i72. 

(2) (1855)6 M 1. A 166. (4) (1863) 6 W. K. 71 

(3) (1898) L. R. 26 I A. 83 (5) (1905) 1. L. R 32 Calc. 683. 

(6) (1906) I. L, K, 33 Calc. 1158. 
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had no interest in it of which he could dispose by will, and the 
property is now subject to the ordinary incident of ancestral 
property namely partition between the present owners. The 
appellants contentions are somewhat inconsistent, for he is 
con^rained to admit (having regard to the provisions of the will 
Itself) that there must ultimately be a partition among the 
descendants of Babu Guneslnvar Singh. I am ot opinion that 
learned District J^idge’s decision is correct and that plaintilT is 
entitled to an immediate partition as weH as to the other reliefs 
which he claims. 

The appeal is accordingly Sismissed with costs. * 

1. .M. Appeal ({nmisia'd. 
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IJefni e llte H(jn' ble Rnhc) I Judbat Ratnpnu^ Atting Chief Jitsiicc 
and Mr JuAite Ry%\'s. 

RAJA PROMADA NATH ROV BAHADUR 
KINOO.MOLLAH, alias. K*ALA MIA and othiks.* 

I > id Hi iiiduiiue — 'IJie Judiun Contiacf *1//, Anti ndnu'nf -It/ (\1 of lSUi)J 

Srt . « — Pi'("tuinpttt>iL—JMiuH{nd and (t'lutnl — Ihmtnaitny thn wtU — 

Kahnlt tjal unfmthj obtatm'd onti's—K.nt utanis — Sntt to -vV amde hy one ot 

the 1 ret ntant.s — Fraud — Pleadtiiijs — Full jtai ticularA, 

Tiicif i'' no broad ui picsumption that a landlonl, even an 

influoiitial oiiL*, c.in s(j doiniiiato (lie will ul Ins toii.iiit*' as lo induce Ihvm Lo 
make uiicoiisiuiiablc baigaiii in his l.ivoui 

llic auu> of piuving lli.il a kuhiihijat uas uiilaiily obtained lies on the 
pel sun who alleges it. 

I O ^ 

Wlieie <i kahulujut was e\eeiMed bv '«eveial peisuns it c.iii not be set iisule 
. 1 ^ a whole, when all the executant.s did not <piestion it. 

Pee lltjeen J . — It is ineumbent on a pai ty, be he phuntitf oi delendanl, 
who seeks to avoid a contract on the giound of fraud oi undue influence, to give 
in his pleaifingb full paiticulars of the '•ircurnstaiices on which he relics as the 
basis of Ins plea. It is not enough to boldly assert that, fiaud or the like 
vitiated the contract. ^ 

(tanya yarain Gupta v, 'IdaU Ham ('Junedhuri (1), refeired to. 

Appeals by the l^aiiitiff iu S. A. :J00l auil by the Defenduut 
ill S. A. 2125. • 

• 

* Appeals fiom Appellate Decrees Nos 2001 and 2125 of 1906, against the 
decrees of K. N. Uoy Eb<| , District Judg<* of Jessore, dated the 3Uth July 1906, 
reversing that of Babu 8. (k Gangwly, Officiating .Subordinate Judge. 2nd Couit 
"f Jessore, dated the Ist February 1906. 

(1) (1888) I L K. 15 Calc. 53J (P. 0.). 
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Suits for arrears of rent in S. A. ^001 and for a declaration 
that a kahnlyat is not binding on the plaintifE in S. A. 2125. 

The facts of the case and argument appear sufficiently from 
the judgments. 

Dr, Rash Behary Ghose and Bahu Satish Chunder Ghose 
for the Appellant. 

Babus Nil Madhub Bose^ Shib Chunder Pa lit,, Surendra 
Chrnder Sen and Anilendra Nath Roy Chowdhury for the Res- 
pondents. ^ 

c. A. V. 

The judgments of the Court were as follows : — 

Rampini C. J. — These two appeals Nos. 2001 and 2125 of 1906 
are appeals against the decision of Mr. K. N. Roy, District Juage of 
Jessore, dated the 30th July 1906, in which he disposed of two 
appeals in two analogous suits. The first suit, to which appeal 
No. 2001 relates, was a suit brought by Raja Promada Nath Roy for 
arrears of rent due under a dated the 29th Kartic 1302, 

executed in his favour by the 6, defendants, who are the sons and 
widows of one Farajuddin Mollah deceased. The other appeal 
No. 2125 relates to a suit brought by Abdul Rashid, one of the 
minor sons of Farajuddin Mollah, through his next friend Basir 
Mollah for a declaration that the kabulyat of 1302 is not binding 
on him, that it was extorted by false 'intimidation, force, fraud 
and^ collusion, and that a decree obtained by the Raja Promada 
Nath Roy in 1901 in the Court of the Munsiff of Narail on the 
basis of this kabulyat is wholly void. To this suit, the minor 
plaintiff Abdul Rashid made the Raja Promada Nath Roy, as 
well as the widows and other sons of his father Farajuddin 
Mollah parties defendant. The Subordinate Judge decreed the 
rent suit and dismissed the suit relating to the kabulyat. The 
District Judge has reversed his decision in both cases. He has 
held that kabulyat 1302 was obtained by coercion and fraud. 
He has therefore set it aside, declared the rent decree of 1901 
void and has dismissed Raja PrOmada Nath Roy’s suit for rent. 

Raja Promada Nath Roy who was plaintiff in the suit for 
arrears of rent, and defendant No. i inthesurt for the cancellation 
of the • Rabtilyat and previous rent decree, now appeals. His 
grouivisof appeal are (i) that the District Judge could not set 
aside the previous decree for rent : (2) that in any case he could 
not set it aside except in favour of the plaintiff Abdul Rashid : 
(3) that in the suit for the cancellation of the kabulyatj the 
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plaintiff should not have been allowed to set up inconsistent 
pleas of coercion and collusion, fraud and undue influence (4) 
that in deciding this suit the District Judge has misplaced the 
burden of proof : (5) \hat he has not considered the effect of 
the previcflis rent decree : (6) that the facts found are not suffi- 
cient to sustain the findings of fraud and undue influence ; 

(7) that the District Judge has misconstrued the terms of the lease : 

(8) that he is wrong in finding that the mother of Abdul Rashid 

had no authority to execute the lease on .behalf of her minor 
sons ancf (9) that the whole kahnlyat cannot be set aside at the 
instance of the plaintiff Abdul Rashid. * 

A preliminary objection has been taken to the hearing of 
the apj^eds Nos. 2001 and 2125 on the ground that the appeal 
No. 2001 is barred by limitation as against the respondents 
Nos. 1,4 and 6, and appeal No. 2125 is barred as against the respon- 
dents Nos. 2 to 7, as the appeals were filed on the 12th November 
iqo6, and these respondents were not added till the 8lh July. I 
may deal with this preliminary objection at once. These res- 
pondents wer€;obviously not addecf owing to a mistake of the 
clerk of the appellants’ pleader Rabu Satis Chunder Ghose. I 
would therefore over-rule the objection and admit the appeals 
against these respondents. 

I will first dispose of the appeal in the suit for the cancell- 
ation of the kabnlyat or lease and the avoidance of the previous 
rent decree. The District Judge finds that under section 2 of 
Act II of 1899 the landlord Raja Promoda Nath Roy was in a 
position to dominate the will of the executants to the deed, who 
were his tenants, and hence that the burden of proving that* such 
a contract as was made by the kabnlyat was not induced by 
undue influence lay on him. He then goes on to find that the 
terms of the Kabnlyat are illegal and extortionate, that it was 
obtained tjy undue influence, and is therefore inoperative. He 
winds up by setting it aside not only in favour of the plaintiff, 
)ut in favour of all the other e^^ecutants, who sought no relief 
rom it, and who did not appeal against the Subordinate Judge’s 
lecree dismissing the suit for its cancellation. It would appear 
o me that in all these* findings the learned District Judge •is in 
rror. In the first place, he should not have set aside, the 
'iahulyat in favour of the defendants who did not seek for relief 
gainst it and who did not appeal to him. In the second place, 
he terms.of the lease do not appear to me to be extortionate 
nd illegal. Farajuddiii, the father of the plaintiff and of the 
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Other male executants of the lease had in 1295 executed in favour 
of the Land Mortgage Bank, the Raja’s predecessor in title, a lease 
for 4 khadas ii pakhis of land at a rental of Rs. 97-8, according 
to the judge, “Farajuddin died in 1297, andin 1298 the Land Mort- 
gage Bank brought a suit for rent against his heirs, the present 
plaintiff and the tenant defandants (rent suit No. 23 of 1801) 
in respect of 17 khadas and odd by accretion and claimed increased 
rent. The Civil Court Amin who was deputed to make a local 
investigation, found the area to be 17 khadas and the Court 
passed a decree at Rs. 121 and odd. The appeal against this 
decision was dismissed on the 22nd September 1894. The 
defendent No. i Raja Promada Nath Roy Bahadur, who purchased 
the right and interest of the Land Mortgage Bank then ob^^ained 
kabulyat \x\ question from the heirs of Farajuddin in respect 
of 17 khadas and 3 pakhis of land at the annual rent of Rs 447 
with a ha jilt of Rs. 103.” 

Now, the Judge says the rent was pushed up from the 
original rent of Rs. 121 and odd pei year to Rs. ^^o. But this would 
seem not to be necessarily an enhancement, bin was due to 
increased rent being payable for additional land added to the 
subject of the lease The oiiginal rent was Rs 07-8 for 4 khadas it 
pakhis, subject to a hajiit of about Rs. 30 The T.and Mortgage 
Rank got a decree for Rs. 121, being unable to prove the increase 
in the area alleged by it. 'fhen, the land was measured and 
found to be 17 khadas ; so the rent was increased But 
there is nothing to show that the increased rent of Rs. 5 50, with a 
hajtit of Rs. 103, was an excessive rent or in any way contravened the 
provisions of the rent law Then, the Judge has said “ While 
the first kahulyat conferred a permanent tenure with a right of 
transfer to Farajuddin, the Rajah’s confers on his heirs 

only a right of occupancy without a right cf transfer, .v<ro;/f//v, 
while in the first, full rate of Rs. 2 per pakhi was to he charged, 
when the land would be fit for all kinds of crop and Re. i-io was 
to be charged, when it is fit only for cultivation of some crop, 
in the Raja’s kahulyat these rates are to be charged whenever the 
land is measured. There are many other conditions inserted in 
the Raja’s kahulyat^ which are either illegal or extortionate It is 
not Jikely that if all these terms had been clearly explained to 
the executants, and a free will left to them that they would 
execute the kabulyaty But the first kahulyat did not make the 
tenure permanent or transferable. It only made it enjoyable 
from generation to generation i, c. heriditary. It could not make 
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it permanent, and therefore transferable for the rent was always 
enhanceable and the tenants subject to eviction. 

r am further of opmion that the onus of proof has been 
misplaced. It seems to me most unreasonable to sa}', as the 
Judge has said, that a landlord is in a position to dominate the 
will of the tenant. If this were so, then the /voiild always 
be on the landlord to show that every lease executed in his 
favour was not extorted h\ means of force or undue infiuerjcc 
It may be doubted too, if there were ^unicient grounds lot 
concluding that the widows ol I'arajuddin were in such .i state ot 
fear, ignorance and helplessness at the time of the execution ot 
the lease as not to know what they were doing. But whether 
or notjthey were in such a state, tins can only apply to the execu- 
tion of the lease by Abejunnissa on behalf of Abdul Rashid 
The other executants were either adults, or do not sue to set it 
aside. It is true that the lindrng of the Judge that the execution 
of the lease by Abdul Rashid’s mother is void owing to coercion is 
a finding of fact, with which we can not ordinal ily interfere in 
second appeal,#but I consider that this finding is vitiated by the 
misplacement of the burden of proof which in my opinion has 
been erroneously placed on the defendant the Raja Promada 
Nath Roy. On the whole, then 1 consider the lease to be binding 
on all the executants ej^cept Abdul Rashid, who alone sued to 
have it set aside. As regards the others, the contract appears^ to 
me to be a joint and several one, binding the executants of it 
who are in occupation of the laifd. It would be unreasonable to 
allow the executants to escape from their liability to pay rent 
under the lease, while they continue to hold and enjoy the profits 
of the land. 

The lease must therefore I think be held to bind all but 
Abdul Rashid. As* for the finding of fact in the case of Abdul 
Rashid, as •the finding was wrongly arrived at, the case should I 
think go back to the lower appellate Court for a fresh finding on 
this issue, after placing the onus of 4)roof on the plaintiff. 

As to the authority of the mother of Abdul Rashid to 
execute the kabulyat for him, this need not be determined until it 
is decided whether the execution of the lease was obtained by 
coercion or fraud. But on this point, I would call the attention 
of the lower appellate Court to the cases of Watson ^ Co., v. 
Sham Lai Mitter {i)y Mafazzal Hossain Basid Sheikh (2). In 
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(1) (1887) 6 L. R. 14 I. A. 178 ; I. L. R. U Calc 8 

(2) (1906) 4 C. L. J. 485. 



140 


TAB CALCUTTA LAW JOURNAL. 


[VoL. VIIL 


the lease itself it is said that the lease is being executed for th< 
1908 . benefit of the executants. The District Judge is also in m] 

Baja Pr^1a"Nath his views with regard to the previous decree o 

1901 for it is clear “that this decree should not, as the Judge says 
fare the same fate as the kahulyat. There was no question c 
fraud or coercion set up or proved in the suit in which this decre 
was obtained. No fraud was practised on the Court. Whate\e 
the decision of the Judge as to the validity of the kahulyat^ s 
far as Abdul Rashid i? concerned, this decree of 1901 must stan 
good and cannot be declared void, even as against Abdul Rashi( 
It is to be noted that the Subordinate Judge finds rent undt 
the kahulyat was previously paid by the defendants. He says 
“ It is in evidence that rent was paid by Faraj’s heirs in terms ( 
the kahulyaty Exhibit A, and the rent decrees (both original ar 
appellate) have been admittedly satisfied. Plaintiff’s mothe 
step-mother (defendant No. 6) and step-brothers paid rent 
defendant No. i in accordance with Exhibit A for a number ( 
years and defendant No. i got rent down to the second quart 
of 1307 at the full Jama mentioned in Exhibit A. It is too la 
for plaintiff and his co-sharers to have the decrees cancelled.” 

I now turn to the case of the rent suit to which appe 
No. 2001 relates. 

The grounds of appeal urged in this case are that as the defe 
dants Nos. 1, 4 and 6 did not appeal to the District Judge agair 
the decree of the ist Court, the decree of that Court should n 
have been reversed as against, them, and the contract bein^ 
joint and several one, and as Abdul Rashid is the only executai 
who sues to set it aside, all but Abdul Rashid must be bound 
it. This would appear to be the case. As against Abdul Rash 
whether he is liable for the rent sued for, or not, depends 
whether he is bound by the kahulyat or not, and must abide t 
result of the finding for which that suit has been remanded. 

I would therefore decree both appeals against all respondei 
^ except Abdul Rashid with costs in proportion. As regards Ab 

Rashid, in the suit to which appeal No. 2125 relates the case 
remanded for determination of the question whether he is boi 
by t^e lease or not. Costs in proportion to follow the result. 

The rent suit, to which appeal No. 2001 relates is simih 
remanded so far as Abdul Rashid is concerned to be disposet 
in accordance with the determination of the question of Ab 
Rashid’s liability under the lease. Costs in proportion to at 
the result. 


Hoy Bahadur 
Kinoo Mollah. 
Rampini^ C. J, 
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The history of this litigation is as follows : Civil, 

Byves J. — Second appeal No. 2001 of 1906 arises out of a suit • I 908 , 

brought by Raja PromaSa Nath Roy as zeminclar against ^persons Na 

of whom bne is Abdul Rashid Mollah, a minor, on the allegation Roy Bahadur 

that these defendants were his tenants of the land in suit under a KinocT MoUah, 

kabulyat dated the 29th Kartic 1302 and, at the date of the suit, 
owed him Rs. i8oc%ii-3 ps This suit was numbered 15 of 1004. • 

Second appeal No. 2125 arises out ^f a suit brought by 
Abdul RSshid Mollah, the minor above-mentioned, through his 
guardian ad litem ^ against the Rajah, defendant No. i,*and 6 
other persons, his co-sharers, namely, his 3 brothers, his mother, • 

his fatjier’s second widow, and the widow of a deceased co-sharer 
as proforma defendants, in which he sought to set aside the 
kabulyat of the 2qth Kartic 1302 and also to set aside a decree for . 

arrears of rent which the Rajah, defendant No i, had obtained 
on the footing of that kabulyat in suit No. 19 of 1901 and which 
had been confirmed by the appellate Court and had been duly , 

executed. Tlys suit was numberefl 339 of 1904. 

Both suits were filed in the Court of the Subordinate Judge 
of Jessore and were tried together. The Court of first instance 
decreed the suit No. 15 and dismissed the suit No. 339. All the 
defendants with the exception of defendants Nos. 1, 4 and 6 in 
suit No. 15 appealed to the District Judge, but, in suit No. 339, 

Abdul Rashid Mollah alone appealed. Both appeals were decided 
by one judgment and both were* decreed. P'rom these decrees, 
two appeals have been preferred to this Court in both of which 
the Rajah is the appellant • 

The facts are as follows , — Ferajuddin Mollah held a lease of 
some 4 khadas of chur land from the Land Mortgage Bank on a 
kabulyat executed Jby him in Assar 1295 - died in 1297 and 
was succeec^d by the respondents as his heirs. The Land Mort- 
gage Bank, in 1298, />., 1891, brought a suit against these heirs 
of Ferajuddin for rent in respect of^iy khadas odd, added, it was 
alleged, by accretion and claimed increased rent but, being unable 
to prove the increase in the area, as alleged, obtained a decree 
for Rs. 121. The BInk appealed. Pending the appeal^ the 
Rajah acquired the Bank’s right and title in the property and 
was substituted in the appeal as an appellant. The appeal *was 
dismissed. Subsequently, the lands in the occupation of the res- 
pondents ^ere measured and found to be 17 khadas odd, on the 
basis that this was the correct area, the kabulyat in 1302, was 
executed by the two adult sons of Farajuddin, his widows on 
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their own behalf and as guardians of the minor sons of Farajuddin 
of whom Abdul Rashid Mollah was one. It appears that the res- 
pondents for some years paid rent to the Rajah according to the 
kabulyat?i^ stated above. The Rajah had also successfully sued 
for rent in terms of the kahulyat and had executed his decree 
against all the respondents. 

To the hearing of these appeals, a preliminary objection 
was raised on the ground that appeal No. 2001 is barred by 
limitation as against the respondents Nos. and 6 af/d appeal 
No. 2*125 is similarly barred against respondents Nos. 2 to 7 
inasmuch as their names were not brought on the record of the 
‘ appeals which were filed on the 12th November 1906 until the 
8th of July 1907. We, however, are satisfied by the affidavits filed 
on behalf of the appellant that the omission to enter the names 
of these respondents was due to a clerical error or a mistake of 
the clerk of the learned pleader for the appellant, and was not 
intentional. We, therefore, overruled the objection and allowed 
the appeals to be heard against* all the respondents. 

It will be convenient to deal, first, with appeal No. 2125. 
The plaintiff in the suit to which this appeal relates stated in his 
plaint that the Rajah (defendant No. i, appellant) by his 
“ mofussil agents began to cause loss to the plaintiff and his 
mother in various ways and then having brought this plaintiff’s 
mother and other co-sharers to their side by means of false inti- 
midation {sjc)^ force, fraud and improper inducements and having 
colluded and joined with the defendants Nos. 2, 3, 5 and 6 got 
them to execute a kabulyat on the 29th of Kartic 1302 in favour 
of defendant No. i.” In my opinion, the plaint in this form should 
not have been received by the Court of first instance. Not only 
are some of these allegations inconsistent with each other but 
no particulars are set forth on which any of these allegations 
which are really inferences of law could be based. It has repeatedly 
been held that it is incumbent on a party, be he plaintiff 
or defendant, who seeks to avoid a contract on the ground of 
fraud or undue influence, to give in his pleadings full particulars 
of the circumstances on which he relies Ss the basis of his plea. 
It is not enough to boldly assert that fraud or the like vitiated 
the contract. If authority is required for this proposition, see 
Ganga Narain Gupta v. Tiiak Ram Chowcihury (i). The plea- 
dings in this case were most unfair. The defendant No. 1 had 
no knowledge of the case he had to meet All he could do 
(1) (1S88) I. L. R. 15 Calc. 533. 
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under the circumstances was to deny, as boldly, the truth of 
the plaintiff’s allegations. The Court, however, on these plea- 
dings, fixed the issue® “whether the kdhnhat was taken by 
coercion atid misrepresentaUon by the officers of defendant 
No I ? ” Strictly speaking, that was not the proper form in 
which to frame the issue. The Court should hate ascertained 
the circumstances ^illeged by the plaintiff on which he relied 
showing coercion and misrepresentation and^then found whetlfer 
those cirAimstances^had been proved and, if pioved, whether in 
law they amounted to coercion# and misrepresentation suth as 
would justify the setting aside of the contract. The Court of 
first instance, however, took the evidence tendered by the parties 
and, although it laid the (as I think wronglyXof proving 
that the kabulyat was not obtained by coercion or misrepresent- 
ation on the defendant No. i, it held that he had discharged it 
and dismissed the suit. On appeal, the lower Court seems 
to have approached the question in this way. The learned 
Judge says the^ defendant No. i is lui infiuential landlord [though 
apparently an absentee landlord as he lives in the District of 
Kajshahye] and the plaintiff is a tenant, therefore the defendant 
was in a position to dominate the will of the tenants and he 
lays down the law as follows • Under section 2 of Act VI of 
icSgq, the defendant No. i* being the landlord and the plaintiff 
and the other defendants being his tenants, he was in a positmn 
to dominate the will of the otjiers and the burden of proving 
that such a contract as was made by the kabulyat was not induced 
by undue influence lay on him Here, I think, he has 450110* 
much too far. There cannot be any such broad or general 
presumption that a landlord, even an influential one, can so 
dominate the v\ill^of his tenants as to induce them to make 
unconscionable bargain in his favour.” The learned Judge has, 
in arriving at the conclusion that the contract of lease evidenced 
by tbe kabulyat was unfair, relied mainly on the terms of the kabti- 
hat itself. First he says that the rent has been greatly enhanced. He 
Jjays “ the rent was pushed up from the original rent of Rs. 121 
odd per year to Rs. ^50.” The learned Judge, however, has 
omitted to i\ptice the fact mentioned in the opening of this judg- 
ment that the original lease covered an area of only some 4 klfadas 
at a rental of Rs. 97-8, and the reason why the Land Mortgage 
Bank obi^ained a decree for Rs. 121 was because they failed to 
prove in their suit that the area held by the respondents had 
been increased by accretion. When the land was measured at the 
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lime of the execution of this kahulyat^ it was found to be over 
17 khadas in area. Consequently it does not follow that the 
increased rent Of Rs. 550 was an unfair Enhancement, seeing that 
the area of the land had been increased four-fold. 

The next circumstance on which the learned Judge relies as 
showing unfairness is expressed in the following words : “ while 
the first kabulyat conferred a permanent tenure with a right of 
transfer to Farajuddin, the Rajah’s kabulyat confers on his heirs 
only a right of occupancy without a rightipf transfer*.” In my 
Opinion, the learned Judge has misconstrued the first 
as pointed out by the learned Chief Justice. It did not make 
the tenure permanent or transferable. It only made it enjoyable 
from generation to generation, that is, hereditary. It did not 
and could not make it permanent and therefore transferable, for 
the rent was always enhanceable and the tenants were subject to 
eviction. As I have said above, the learned Judge, in coming to 
the finding of fact that the kabulyat had been obtained by the 
Rajah unfaiily, has relied mahily on the inferences he has drawn 
from the terms of the two kabulyah. It is open to us to construe 
those documents ourselves to see whether they could bear the 
interpretations put on them by the learned Judge. As pointed 
out before I do not think they do. When, then, the main 
foundation of this finding proves on examination to be non- 
existent, it seems to me the finding itself cannot stand. If it 
goes, there does not seem to -be anything else on the record to 
show that the bargain was so ^ unconscionable ’ as to raise the 
presumption that the landlord has abused his position as landlord 
to dominate the tenants to his own unfair advantage so as to 
place the burden of proving the fairness of the contract on him. 
Whether there is any other evidence, apart from the terms of the 
kabulyat^ upon which such a conclusion is tenable, Jt is for the 
District Judge to say. If there is not, then the onus of proving 
his case affirmatively lies on the plaintiff. I think, therefore, that 
the case must be remanded to the District Judge for a finding 
whether or not the kabulyat was unfairly obtained, the onus of 
proving which lies on the plaintiff. Tnese observations cover 
the main contentions of the learned pleader for the appellant. 

The next finding attacked is couched in the following words ; 

“ The widows were not certificated guardians of the minors as 
stated in the kabulyat and had no authority to execute g kabulyat 
in favour of the minors and change the character of the tenure.” 
Now, Abdul Rashid Mollah alone brought the suit to set aside the 
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kabulyat as against him and, in my opinion, the lower Court 
should have limited the issue to the question whether the matter 
of Abdul Rashid Mollah had authoiity to execute the knbulyat on 
behalf of Abdul Rashid •Mollah and should not have included the 
case of the other defendains who had not set up any such case 
for Aemselves. I think, therefore, that this issue namely, 
whether Abejunnissa had authority to execute the hihulyat on 
behalf of the plaintiff must be icmitted to the lower Court foi 
decision and, in this connection, I would call the attention of t4ie 
lower Co«irt to thq^cases of Rnhert Watsnn ^ Co , v. Sham Lai 
Mittcr (i), and Mafazzal HosstMii v. Basid Shctkh ( 2 ). . 

The next point taken in this appeal is that the lower 
appella^te Court should not have set aside the kahulyat and the 
decree as against all the respondents, h our of iho executants 
were adults of whom two weie the widows of Farajuddin. They 
have not attacked the kahulyat. In fact, as mentioned above, 
they have acquiesced in it and paid rent according to its terms. It 
does not follow, even if the kabulyat is held not to bind Abdul 
Rashid Mollah^ that it does not bind the other executants who 
have been in occupation and enjoyment of the land. The 
transaction is either a joint one, as I prefer to think, or a joint 
and several one, as argued on behalf of the appellant. If 
the latter, the respondents other than Abdul Rashid Mollah 
are responsible for the* full rent as tenants If it is a 
joint tenancy and it is found that Abdul Rashid Mollah. is 
entitled to repudiate it as agqjnsl himself, the result would 
seem to be that the remaining respondents are jointly liable 
for their proportionate shares of the rent as tenants an^, for 
the portion vacated by Abdul Rashid Mollah, they are respon- 
sible to the Rajah for his share of the rent as his agents 
or quasi trustees, ^o long as they are m occupation and enjoy- 
ment of thg whole of the land covered by the kabulyat. As 
against all the other respondents who, it may be remarked, did 
not appeal to the lower appellate Court from the decree of the 
Subordinate Judge which dismissed Abdul Rashid Mollah’s suit, 
this appeal must, therefore, succeed and the Rajah will be entitled 
to proportionate costs «>f this appeal from them. 

It is next urged that the lower appellate Court was wrohg in 
I setting aside the rent decree as a whole, not only against Abdul 
'Rashid Mollah but also against all the other respondents. For the 

(1) (18V) U I. A. 178 ; 1. L. R. 15 Calc. 8. 

(2) (190«) 4 0 L. J. 485 ; I. L. B. 34 Calc. 36. 
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reasons just given, it is clear that the lower Court should not 
have set aside that decree as against the other respondents and, 
further, I do not think it should have set aside the decree even 
against Abdul Rashid Mollah. In the plaint, it is alleged that the 
decree in question was obtained on “ insufficient grounds It 
is then said : “ In this case the plaintiff’s mother was appointed 

guardian on behalf of the plaintiff, but being an illiterate purdah- 
nashin woman with no knowledge of business, matters she could 
no'c properly look after the case in the first Court. i\fterwards, 
although against the decision of the said suit an appeal ’was pre- 
ferred in the Judge’s Court of this place, but the appellants were 
obliged, to withdraw that appeal and not to carry on the same by 
reason of inducements and false hopes held out by the defendant 
No. I and his agents.” It is quite clear that that case was fully 
litigated in the rent Court in which two of the defendants were 
the adult sons of Farajuddin and who were jointly interested 
with Abdul Rashid Mollah in resisting the claim. The appeal 
was withdrawn and there is no evidence on the record to subs- 
tantiate the allegations of the plaintiff Abdul Rashid Mollah. 
There was no fraud practised on the Court. If that decree was 
wrong, it should have been appealed against. It has been exe- 
cuted and it is too late now to set it aside even as against Abdul 
Rashid Mollah 

To turn now to the rent suit appeal No. 2001. In that suit, 
all the six respondents were made defendants but only two per- 
sons filed written statements, pamely, Abejunnissa and Kinoo 
Mollah, Abejunnissa pleaded that she was an illiterate purdah 
nashin woman and did not understand the kabiilyat which she 
had executed. Kinoo Mollah pleaded that his mother Tarfunnessa 
Bibee had no power to execute the kabiilyat on his behalf ; that 
advantage was taken of her being an illiterate and purdahnasin 
woman ; that she was misled ; and finally that he- does not 
believe that she in fact executed the kabiilyat at all. 

The first Court found all the issues against the defendants 
and decreed the suit against all. At these the defendants Nos. i, 
4 and 6 did not appeal against that decree. I do not think, there- 
fore, that as against them the learned Judge could set aside the 
decree. As regards the others, and it must be remembered that 
they have acquiesced in the kabiilyat for a large number of years 
and in a former suit brought against them for rent, there was no 
objection of the kind, now set up by them, for the first time. 
As Abdul Rashid Mollah alone has sued for the cancellation of the 
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kabulyat, I do not think even if he succeeds in establishing that, 
as against him, the kabulyat is void, that that finding can benefit 
the other executants of it. Whether Abdul Rasid Mollah is 
liable for rent under tfte decree must depend on the findings of 
the issues which we have remitted to the lower Court. As 
against the others, for more detailed reasons given in the earlier 
part of this judgment, I think the appeal should be decreed. 

The result is that both appeals are decreed as against all 
the respondents other than Abdul Rasid Mollah with propor- 
tionate costs. As regards Abdul Rasid Mollah, both cases are 
remanded to the lower Court for finding whether he is bhund 
by the lease or not. Costs in proportion to follow the result. 

A. T. \i. Appeals allowed ; cases fema tided. 

Before Mr. Jastae Mookei fee and Mr Justue Caspetsz. 

TALFAVAR SIM^ and othhks 
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BHACiWAN DASS and OTHhKS.’ 

('ml PromlHi fCmh- (XIV of tXSi), Sf* V), il.l, t JS --/tooumooU wl„ n to ho 
tiled — Second appeal — Kevoneonn e rei eixe of d / leret lon^Oi 1 1 1 /*ri c< du / e 
Code^ See. 6S4. 

It IS not obligatory on the plaintiffH, unless they aie called n|)on to do ho, 
t<» produce documents which are not such as ought to I nve been pi.Klu<M‘.l m 
[’ourt when the plaint was preserved. 

Mahhuh no<iMein v. Pafa.sn Kvman (1) and (ronr Jfnree v. Pran Ifinee (2) 
referre<l to. • 

It IS for the Court of first instance t< 4 d(*cide \^hether the documents which 
mght to have been mentioned in the original list, or ought to have been pro- 
bleed earlier, were not so pio<luce<i for good and snlTicicnt reasons 

Section 138 of the Co<le of Civil Procedure was enactcil lo prevent fraud 
»y the late production of suspicious documents, an<l not to shut out foimal 
‘Vidence beyond suspicion such as certifie<l copies of public ihx’uments or lecoids 
*f judicial proceetlmgs. • 

Sped Ikr^ni Uoxxein v. Ram Lochan (H) and Ranehhod Un'ahhai v The 
Secretary of State (4j referred to. 

V\ hen a subordinate Court has rcfuse^l in the erroneous exercise of its discre- 
tion to receive documentary evidence whiclf ought to have been accepted, the 
iligh Court has power to interfere under stetum r»84 of the Civil Procwlure (Vide. 

Moni Lai v. Khiroda (5), Deri Dan v Pirjada (6j and Minahnhi v. Vein (7) 
ol lowed. • 

n K Appellate Decree No. 548 of 1906. against the decision of 

AnnMa Charan Bagchi, Subordinate Judge, Gaya, dated the I8th Dec^ber 
TOnfirming that of Babu D. C. Majoomdar, Miinsiff, Qaya, datrsl the 
iwh May 1905. 

(1) (1868) 1 B. L. R. 120. (4) fl896) I. L. U. 22 Bom. 173. 

I- L R. 20 Calc. 740 

(3) (1874) 23 W. B. 29. (6) (1884) I. L. R 8 Bom. 377. 

C7) (1885) I, L. R. 8 Mad. 378. 
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Appeal by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit to recover possession. 

The facts and arguments appear sufficiently from the judg- 
ment of the Court. 

Bahus Mahendra Nath Roy and Kulwant Sahay for the 
Appellants. 

Babu Joy Gopal Ghosha for the Respondents. 

c. A. \ . 

' The judgment of^ the Court was delivered by 

Mookerjee J. — The subject matter of the litigation out of 
which this appeal arises, is an estate which was sold for arrears 
of Cesses, under the Public Demands Recovery Act, on the 
30th September 1891. The plaintiffs allege that the effect of 
the sale has not been to affect their interest in the property, and 
that consequently they are entitled to recover possession from 
the auction purchaser. The purchaser resisted the claim mainly 
on the ground that the plaintiffs had no interest whatsoever in 
the property. The substantial question in controversy between 
the parties therefore was whether the estate was the property 
of the judgment-debtor Sangamlal alone or whether it was the 
property of a joint family of which the judgment-debtor as well 
as the plaintiffs were members. The Courts below have dismissed 
the suit on the ground that the plaintiffs have failed to prove 
that they formed members of a joint family with the judgment- 
debtor at the time when the properties were acquired. 

The plaintiffs have appealed to this Court and it has been 
contended by their learned vakil that the decision of the Courts 
below is vitiated by reason of improper exclusion of important 
documentary evidence tendered on their behalf in the Court of 
first instance. The suit was commenced on the i6th September 
1904 and to the plaint was attached a list of documents which 
the plaintiffs stated would be produced later on. The urst hearing 
of the case took place on the 8th December 1904, on which date 
the issues were settled and the 24th January was fixed for 
hearing. It was stated before this Court on behalf of both the 
parties when this appeal was argued, that on that date the 
plain, *^iffs were not called upon by the Court to produce their 
documentary evidence. On the 22nd DecembeV following, 
documentary evidence was filed on behalf of the defendants. 
On the 6th January 1905 the plaintiffs put in a petition and 
filed along with it their documentary evidence ; this* petition 
explained the reasons for the delay. The order of the Court 
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upon the petition was that it should be filed. The case was 
taken up for disposal on the 19th April 1905. The hearing 
proceeded and on th# 27th April the plaintiffb asked for 
permission* to use the docyments^ most of which had been 
mentioned in the list annexed to the plaint and all of which had 
been filed in Court along with the petition of the *6111 January 
190?. The pleadetv for the defendants however took objection 
to the reception of the documents on the ground that they h^d 
not been Ifled in time and that they should be excluded under 
section 139 of the Civil Procedure Code. The Court first 
instance gave effect to this objection. Evidence was then taken 
and th^ case disposed of on the merits. It was found, that 
upon the evidence on the record as it stood the pldintiffs had 
not been able to establish that the disputed property had been 
acquired at a time when they formed members of a joint family 
with Sangram Lai ; secondly^ that they had failed to prove that 
they had any share in the estate in controversy, and thirdly^ that 
they had faile^ to prove their possession within twelve years 
of the suit. In this view of the matter, the suit was dismissed. 
The plaintiffs then appealed to the Subordinate Judge and 
urged their objection that their documentary evidence ought not 
to have been excluded. The Subordinate Judge overruled this 
contention and upon the ^evidence on the record affirmed the 
conclusion of the Court of first instance that the plaintiffs had 
failed to prove their title and po^ession. 

The plaintiffs have now appealed to this Court and on their 
behalf it has been argued that their documentary evidence has 
been improperly excluded. In our opinion this contention is 
^veil-founded and ought to prevail. The documents which have 
been excluded may jpe divided into two classes. There are some 
which were^mentioned in the list annexed to the plaint and there 
ire others which were produced for the first time in Court on 
the 6th January 19OV As regards the first class of documents 
It is clear that there is no good ground for their exclusion. The 
learned vakil for the appellants invited our attention to the 
provisions of sections 39 and 63 of the Code. Section 59 provides 
that “ if a pjaintiff sues upon a document in his possessicJn or 
power he shall produce it in Court when the plaint is presented, 
md shall at the same time deliver the document or a copy thereof 
•o be filed with the plaint. But if he relies on any other 
documents (whether in his possession or power or not) as 
evidence in support of his claim, he shall enter such documents 
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in a list to be added or annexed to the plaint.” Section 63 then 
lays down that “ a document which ought to be produced in Court 
by the plaintiff when the plaint is presented, or to be entered in 
the list to be added or annexed to the plaint, and which is not 
produced or entered accordingly, shall not without the leave of 
the Court, be* received in evidence on his behalf at the hearing 
of the suit.” In the case before us the documents were not 
su^:h as ought to have been produced in Court when the plaint 
was presented. It was therefore only necessary for thb plaintiffs 
to en^.er them in the list which they annexed to the plaint. This 
was done. At the first hearing therefore when the issues were 
framed it was not obligatory on the plaintiffs t6 produce them 
unless they were called upon to do so. This is clear from the 
decision of this Court in the case of Mahbnb Hossetn v. Patasu 
Ktimari (i), and Gour Htirce Chowdhry v. Pran Huree Laha (2). 
So far therefore as the documents mentioned in the list annexed 
to the plaint are concerned there is no case for their exclusion . 
It is now stated, however, 1 on behalf of the respondent, that 
when the issues were drawn up, a note was added at the foot 
thereof that the parties should produce their documents. If this 
was communicated to the plaintiffs it would be their duty to 
file the documents mentioned in the list annexed to the plaint. 
Failure to do so would not, however, necessarily lead to their 
exclusion, as will presently be shown. 

As regards the other docupients which were produced in 
Court for the first time on the 6th January 1905 and which had not 
been mentioned in the list annexed to the plaint the Court of 
first instance clearly had a discretion, whether to receive or to 
reject them. Now under section 139, Civil Procedure Code, no 
documentary evidence in the possession or power of any party 
which should have been, but has not been, produced in accor- 
dance with the requirements of section 138 shall be received at 
any subsequent stage of the proceeding unless good cause be 
shown to the satisfaction of the Court for the non-production 
thereof. No doubt the plaintiffs have brought themselves within 
the scope of this section, and it was for the Court of first instance 
to decide whether the documents which ought to have been 
mentioned in the original list, or ought to have been produced 
earlier, were not so produced for good and sufficient reasons. 
At the same time we must remember the object which the 
Legislature had in view in enacting section 139, Civil Procedure 
(I) (1868; 1 B. L. R. 120, (2) (1878) 21 W. R. 42. 
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Code. It was pointed out by this Court in the case of Syed 
Ikram Hossatn v. Ram Lochan Dull (i), and by the learned 
Judges of the BombaJ^ High Court in the case of Ranchhod 
Hirabhai Ihe Secretary^ of State (2), that section 138 of the 
Code was enacted to prevent fraud by the late production of 
suspicious documents, and not to shut out formal evidence beyond 
suspicion such as certified copies of public documents or records of 
Judicial proceedings. Now on an examination of the documents 
which th8 plaintiffs seek to produce at a late stage of this case, 
it turns out that by far the maj(irity of them are copies of public 
documents. They are in most instances copies of .Judicial 
proceedings as to the genuineness of which there could not be any 
possible controversy. There is only one documenf which does 
not fall within this description. It is a kabulyat executed on the 
26th January 1899 by Bharosi Singh in favour of Sangam Lai. 
We have not been informed whether this document was register- 
ed. If it was a registered document it could not be suggested 
that there was any prejudice to the defendant by reason of delay 
in its production ; it could not be said that the plaintiffs wanted 
time to manufacture it. Under these circumstances we must 
hold that the documents which were not mentioned in the list of 
6th January 1905 should also be received in evidence except this 
kabulyat which may be received in evidence if it is a registered 
document, otherwise it will be excluded. 

The learned vakil for the r^pondents strenuously contended 
that even in the view that these documents have been improperly 
excluded, there is no cause for a remand, because upon the facts 
found by both the Courts below, the claim of the plaintiffs is 
obviously barred by limitation We are unable to accede to this 
contention. The documents which have been excluded relate 
not only Jo the question of title but also to the question of 
possession, and it is conceivable that if these documents had been 
received and acted upon, the conclusion of the Courts below upon 
the question of limitation might have been in favour of the 
plaintiffs. We must, therefore, hold that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to have thelt case tried out after these documents have 
been received in evidence. There can be no possible question 
I that when a subordinate Court has refused in the errdheous 
^ excercise of its discretion to receive documentary evidence which 
ought to have been accepted, the High Court has ample power 
to interfere under section 584, Civil Procedure Code ; see Moni 
(1) (IW) 23 W. B. 29 . (2) (1896) I. L. 8. 22 Boro. 173. 
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Lai Bandyapadhya v. Khiroda Dasi (i), Devi Das Jagjivan v. 
Pirjada Begum (2) and Minakshi v. Velu (3). 

The result, therefore, is that this appeal must be allowed, the 
decrees of the Courts below discharged and the case remanded 
to the Court of first instance in order that the evidence which 
has been excluded may be received as directed above. The 
plaintiffs will be at liberty to prove such of these documents as 
are required by law < to be proved and the defendants will be at 
liberty to adduce rebutting evidence. 

Tfie costs of this appeal will a‘6ide the result. 

A. T. M.* Appeal allowed ; case remanded, 

(1) (1893; I. L. K 20 Calc. 740 (2) (1884) I. L. R. 8 Bom Tl, 

(3) (1885) 1. L. R. 8 Mad. 373 
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Before Mr. Justice Gcidt and Mr. Justice Chitty. 

RAJKUMAR SINGH and others 

SHEO NARAIN SHA.* 

Cods — Mortgage decree — Decree Jor costs, if putt of — Other propei ties — Transfer 
of Propel ty Act (IV of 1882), Sec. 90. 

A decree for costs is a part of the moitgage decree and in execution of 
such decree, the mortgaged properties must first be sold and only if such sale 
doc^ not satisfy the whole decree, can the other properties of the mortgagor be 
proceeded with in the manner laid down in sectiOQ 90 of the Transfer ol 
Property Act 

Maqhul Fatima v Lalta Prasad (1) followed. 

Ih.tnessur v, Jusoda (2; and Damodar v. BudJi Kuar (3) distinguished. 

Appeal by the judgment-debtors. 

Suit upon a mortgage. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment 

Bahu Dwarka Nath Mittcr for the Appellants. 

Babu Harcndra Krishna Mukhcrji for the Respondent. 

The following judgment \/as delivered : 

The only question we have to decide is whether a decree 
holder in executing a mortgage decree, cap for the purpose c 
recovering the costs awarded by the decree, put up to sal 
properties other than the mortgaged property. The Subord 
nate Judge has held that he can and in support of his view h; 

•Appeal from Older No 630 of 1906 against the order of Babu Sara< 
Prasad Bose, Subordinate Judge, Samn, dated the 18th August 1906. 

Cl) (1898; I. L R. 20 All. 523 (2) (1886) I. L. R. U Calc 185. 

C3) (1888) 1. L. K. 10 All. 179. 
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referred to two cases [Rutnessur Seni v. fusoda (i) and Datmdar 
Z)as V. Bttdh Kuar (2).] These however were not cases where 
the decrees had been for sale of the mortgiiged properties. 
They were decrees pissed for foreclosure where the mort- 
gage had •been by way gf conditional sale. The present 
case is similar to one dicided by the Allahabad High Court 
reported in Maqhiil Fatima v. Lalta Prasad (3), wheie it 
was held that the .costs were really part of the amount for 
which the mortgaged property had been ^ordered to be sold. 
We are Clearly of opinion that the decree for costs is a part of 
the mortgage decree and that fhe decree-holder must proceed 
in the first instance against the property mortgaged. It-is only 
in the event of the mortgaged property being found insufiicient 
to satisfy the mortgage decree that a decree-holder can proceed 
against the other properties, in the manner provided by section 
90 of the Transfer of property Act. 

In this view of the case we allow the appeal, and set aside 
the order of the Subordinate Judge allowing the decree-holder 
to proceed ag^ainst properties othbr than the mortgaged proper- 
ties. r 
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The appellants are entitled to their costs from the respon- 
dents, the hearing fees being assessed at three gold mohurs. 

N K. H , Appeal allowejd 


(1) (1886) I. L U. 14 Calc. 185. (2) (1888) I L II 10 All. 170.1 

(8) (1898) 1. L. U. 20 All 528 P 
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Before Mr, fustice Mtira and Mr ynstitc Bel/. ^ 
DURGA PRASAD O 

V, 

MADHO PRASAD a.\d othpks.* 

I*'-* — Tranafer of Property Act ( IV of 1882)^ See 52 — Mortyayn — 

Interest in immocahle property — Contentions suit, 

A suit on a mortgage is a suit with respect to an interest in immovable 
property, and a suit for sale on a mortgage praying relief against the mortgagors 
and others is from the beginning a contentious suit within the meaning of 
section 62 of the Transfer of Property Act. • 

Faxyaz Husain Khan v. Pray Karnin (1) rcferre<i to • 

^ * Appeal from Original Decree No. 183 of 1907. against the decree of Babil 

Umes Ohunder Sen, Additional Snbordmate Judge of Mozufferpur, datc<l the 
17th DecemJ^er 1906. 
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1908. Suit on mortgages. 

Durga Praaad The facts of the case and argument apjpear sufficiently from 

M»dh<,%rMaa the judgment. 

— Bahti Provas Chunder Mitter for the Appellant. 

Baku Dwarka 'Nath Mitter for the Respondents. 

‘ ^ The judgment of the Court was delivered ^by 

Mitra J. — This it an appeal in a suit on three mortgages. 
One of the defendants in the suit was No. lo who is the appellant 
before us. He was made a defendant because it was alleged by 
the plaintiff that he had purchased two of the mortgaged 
properties, namely, Katsikri and Matiwari. The lower Coi^rt, on 
, the contentions raised before it, came to the conclusion that 
defendant No. lo, had a prior mortgage with respect to these two 
villages, but that the equity of redemption which was in the 
mortgagors was not lost by the sale on the mortgage which took 
place in execution of the mortgage decree obtained by Chhedi 
Ram and the defendant No. lo. 

Chhedi Ram and defendant No. lo had instituted a suit 
(No. 237 of 1904) against their mortgagors and other persons who 
had acquired interest in the mortgaged properties either as 
puisne encumbrancers or as purchasers of equity of redemption. 
The suit was contested by some of the defendants but the 
defendant No. 8 Bhagwan Das who was a puisne mortgagee did 
not contest it. During the pendency of the suit, the present 
plaintiff obtained an interest in the properties from Bhagwan 
Das. ’ He was the assignee of the puisne incumbrancer in favour 
of Bhagwan Das. On the 27th February 1905, a decree was 
made by the Court in the suit of Chhedi Ram and defendant 
No. 10 for sale of the mortgaged propertiies. Some of the 
defendants entered into a compromise with the plaintiffs. But it 
« appears from the proceedings in the suit that the mortgage was 

duly proved and, so far as defendant No. 8 was concerned, the 
decree, though ex parte^ was decree made on evidence duly 
recorded by the Court. In execution of this decree the two 
villages Katsikri and Matiwari were sold on the 9th November 
1905 and were purchased by the decree holder Durga Prasad in 
whom the right of Chhedi Ram, the other decree holder, had also 
vested. The sale was subsequently confirmed and Durga Prasad 
purchased the property free from the mortgage lien in favour of 
Bhagwan Das. 
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The lower Court was of opinion that the plaintiff was not a 
transferee of immovable property within the meaning of 
section 52 of the Transfer of Property Act and his interest was 
not affected by the result of the suit of Chhedi Ram and Durga 
Pros^, and so the doctrine of In pendens did not apply. It 
accordingly held that the plaintiff could still selPthe equity of 
redemption, subject ^to the mortgage in favour of the appellant."^ 
This view, in our opinion, cannot be supported either on 
principle •r on the authorities. A mortgage suit with respect to 
immovable property is undoubtedly one covered by section 52 
of the Transfer of Property Act. A simple mortgage is a 
transfer of an interest in immovable property and section 52 
refers to any right to immovable property and prdhibits the 
alienation of immovable property during the pendency of a 
suit respecting it or any other dealing with such pioperty. It 
would be going against all piinciples and authorities to hold that 
a suit on a mortgage is not a suit with lespect t(^ an inieiest in 
immovable property. • 

Our attention has been drawn to the decision of this Court 
in Upendra Chunder Singh v. Mdiri Lall Maiieau (i) as laying 
down a contrary principle. In that case, however, the question 
raised before us was not directly in issue. The learned Judges 
who decided that case did nbt hold that in no case of a mortgage 
suit would the property in controversy be affected by tile 
provisions of section 52 of the Transfer of Property Act. The 
learned Judges placed more reliance on the word “contentious” 
than on the words “ right to immovable property” in section *52. 
If however, there was any doubt as regards the application of 
section 52 of the Transfer of Property Act it is dispelled by the 
recent decision of the Judicial Committee in I^aijaz Hossavi 
Khan \. Munshi Frag Narain (2), We cannot, therefore, 
accept the view taken by the lower Court. 

The learned vakil for the plaintiff respondent has attempted 
to support the decree of the lower Court on the ground that the 
suit which resulted in the auction purchase by the appellant 
was not a contentious €uit within the meaning of section 52 of 
the Transfer of Property Act and, that the decree having been 

E ide by consent, the doctrine of lis pendens did not apply. This 
ntention was not raised in the lower Court. It has been 
sed before us for the first time. Doubts were entertained by 
this Court as to the meaning of the expression “ contentious 
(1) (1904) I. L. R. 31 Calc. 746 (2) (1907) L. B. 34 I, A. 102 ; 5 C. L. J. 563, 
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proceeding.” But the case to which we have referred namely 
Faiyaz Hossain Khan v. Munshi Prag Naratn (i), has settled 
the law. It must now be held that a suit for sale on a mortgage 
which prays for relief against the mortgagors and others must be 
taken from the beginning to be a contentious suit within the 
meaning of Section 52 of the Transfer of Property Act. In fact, 
as pointed out by their Lordships of the Judicial Committee, a 
siiit is contentious in most cases from its institution and the 
doctrine as laid down in Bellamy v. Sabine (i) would apply even 
if the suit were decreed ex part^,* In the present case, the mort- 
gage decree was passed independently of the compromise by 
some of the defendants. We, therefore, see no reason to accept 
the contentions raised by the learned vakil for the respondent. 

We, therefore, set aside the decree of the lower Court so far 
as the defendant No. 10 is concerned and direct that that decree 
be modified by the insertion of words to the effect that the right 
of the plaintiff to bring the two mouzas Katsikri and Matiwari 
to sale was extinguished except as to the hrit lands. The zerait 
land should be considered as included within the mouzas which 
were purchased by the appellant. The plaintiff respondent must 
pay the costs of the appellant in both Courts. 

A. T. M. Appeal alloived : Decree varied, 

(1) (1907) L. R. at I. A. 102. (2 (1857) 1 DeG A J. 566. 
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Before Mr, J^usticc Casferh. and Mr. Jnsticc Sharfuddin. 

SADASIB JHEMKIR 

V, 

JALA GAONTIA.* 

for — Suh^lease^ grant of hy tenant — Central Proeinees Tenancy 
Act {XJ ofim), See, 46, Sub^See. (5) 

Under the Central Provinces Tenancy Act. none but an occupancy tenar 
can be ejected from his holding for granting a sublease 

Appeal by Defendant No. 2 . 

Suit for ejectment. 

The facts of the case and argument appear sufficiently fror 
the judgment. 

Babu Bepin Chunder Mtdlick for the^ Appellant. 

Bahn Satis Chunder Ghose for the Respondent. 

♦ Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1799 of 1906, against the decree of P 
Mitra Ksq , District Judge of Sambalpur, dated the 17ih July 1906, reversi 
that of Babu L. Patnaik, Munsiff of Bargarh. dated the 19th February 1906 
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The judgment of the Court was as follows : 

The plaintiff instituted the suit giving rise to the present 
appeal to eject the defendant No. i on the allegation that the 
land wrongfully occupied by him was the property of one Noro 
Binjlfalf who having died childless, his rights devolved on the 
plaintiff as gaontia of the village. The defendant No. i pleaded 
that the defendant No. 2 was a necessary party as he had 
obtained the land from defendant No. 2. Defendant No. 2 then 
appeared «nd asserted his own right as tenant of the land. 

The finding of the first Cou|;t was that the defendant No. 2 
was the owner of the site in question, and the suit was accord- 
ingly dismissed. 

Od appeal, the District Judge, in a judgment which is not 
quite clear, held that the plaintiff was entitled to succeed, and 
that he should recover khas possession of the land in suit. 

The defendant No. 2 is the appellant before us ; and, on his 
behalf, the learned vakil has attacked the decision of the District 
Judge on two grounds. The first contention is that the plaintiff, 
as gaofi/ta^ is not entitled to succeed on an intestacy, and that 
the Crown was the ultimate heir of Noro Binjhal on the facts 
alleged by the plaintiff. In support of this contention the 
learned vakil has cited section 46, sub-section (i) of the Central 
Provinces Tenancy Act (XI*of 1898). But we observe that no ques- 
tion was raised in the Courts below as to the plaintiff’s right to bring 
the suit in his capacity of village ^aon^i'a. It would appear that 
in terms of the Wazibularz he was the village gaontia^ and, we 
take it that, he represents the Crown in the case of an intestacy 
and in other cases in which the exercise of his proprietary right 
on behalf of Government is necessary according to the local 
conditions prevalent. We, therefore, decline to give effect to 
this contention. 

The second question argued by the learned vakil may be 
divided into two branches ; the first branch of the argument being 
that the Civil Court had no jurisdiction to entertain a suit in 
ejectment by reason of the provisions of sections 46, 47, 48 and 
95 of the Central Provinces Tenancy Act, and the second branch 
being that there is no clear finding by the lower appellate C^urt 
as to the status of the defendant No. 2. % 

f The case of Icharam Singh v. Nilmony Bahida (i), to which 
our attention has been called, is an undoubted authority on the 
scope of the sections we have just cited ; but we do not think 
(D (1908) 7 c. L. J. 499. 
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that the facts of the present litigation can be brought within the 
purview of the rule laid down in that case. Apart from the 
prohibition in section 46, sub-section 3, of the Act which says : 
“ No occupancy tenant shall be entitled to sub-let (except for a 
period not exceeding one year) or otherwise transfer fiis ri^t in 
his holding or in any portion thereof and every such sub-lease 
(other than for a period not exceeding one year) or transfer shall 
be^ voidable in the manner and to the extent provided by the 
two next following sections" — there does not appear to be any 
provision of law by which the defendant No. 2 can be ejected 
from his holding on account of the sub-lease to defendant No. i. 

The real point in the case, therefore, is whether the defen- 
dant No. 2 is a tenant of the land. If the plaintiff succeeded to 
the rights of Noro Binjhal in the year 1899, then there was a 
gap of several years during which it does not appear who was 
the tenant of the land. It may be that the defendant No. 2 was 
a tenant all along of the particular site with which we are con- 
cerned, but the finding of the lower appellate Court is not 
sufficiently precise to enable us to ascertain what are the facts of 
the case. 

We, therefore, think that the appeal must be allowed and 
the case go back to the District Judge for dealing with the 
appeal in accordance with the observations we have made. If 
the defendant No. 2 was a trespasser on the land and possessed 
no tenant right therein, there is nothing to preclude the plaintiff 
from seeing to eject him in the Civil Court, and, in that view of 
the case, the special provisions of the Central Provinces Tenancy 
Act would not be applicable. If, on the other hand, the 
defendant No. 2 was a tenant of the land when he lent it or let 
it to defendant No. i, he is not liable to be ejected. In one or 
other view of the facts the lower appellate^ Court must decide 
whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief he claims. 

Costs will abide the result. 

Appeal allowed ^ case remanded 


A. T. M. 
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Bepre Mr. Justice Coxe and Mr. Justice Doss. 

SALIM SHEIKH and othhrs 

NAZIR KHAN.’ 

Citil Procedure Code (Act XIV o/*lSS2)^ Sr 662 — Ucmawl—Pt rltminnrtj inunf^ 
what is — LiabtlUfj /or com pc Mat ton — AmontU of damages. 

Where by reason of the decision on one or more of the issues rcconled in 
the case, there has bben no necessity for the consideration of the oilier 
issues, the suit was dismissed on a picliminary pofnt. The appellate Court 
finding thaT the issues considered were wrongly decided and t lie suit wrongly 
dismissed, remanded the case for the 4isposal of the suit after consideration 
of the remaining issues : 

Jleld^ the suit was properly remanded under section 562. 

Thdre were two questions in the case c/c., the liability of tl^e defendant to 
compensate the plaintiffs, and the amount of damages. The Couit of first 
instance held the plaintiffs were not entitled to damages and dismissed tlie 
suit on this preliminary point. On appeal, the Couit of appeal held the plaintiff 
was entitled to damages and lemanded the suit for ascei tain men t of damages 

Held, the remand was proper. 

Itamachandr^i v. HauKassun (1) folliwed 

Appeal by tho Defendants. 

Suit for damages for crops cut ami taken away. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment. 

Bahti Khetra Mohan tSen for the Appellants. 

Bahns Bam Chandra Mnjnmdar and Akinibandhn (riiha 
for the Respondent. 

Tho following judgment was Jedivered : 

The plaintiffs in this case sued for damages for the value 
of crops taken away by the defendants from land which the 
plaintiffs held. The Court of first instance held that the defen- 
dants had not taken these crops, and dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit. 
The lower appellate Court found that the plaintiffs grew the 
crops and that the defendants admittedly took them away. The 
Subordinate Judge held that the defendants were liable to pay 
damages to the plaintiffs, and remanded the case under section 
?62 of the Civil Procedure Code to the first Court, with a direct- 
ion that the first Court should dispose of the question pi the 

, _i j.. 
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In appeal, three points are taken : In the first place, it is 
said that the lower appellate Court is wrong in decreeing 
damages to the plaintiffs without finding that the plaintiffs had 
title to the land. This view appears to us to be wholly unten- 
able. Even if the plaintiffs were not entitled to the land,, still 
when the defendants were unable to prove a better title, the 
plaintiffs had a right to the enjoyment of the crops they had 
grown, and a right to sue the defendants for damages, if the 
latter took the crops away. 

The second point raised is that the lower appellate Court 
should not have decreed the appeal against all the defendants 
and that Court was wrong in thinking that it was admitted that 
all the defendants joined in taking away the crops. But this 
point was not taken in the grounds of appeal to this Court, and 
we are not prepared to go into it now. 

The third point taken is that the remand to the first Court 
is bad under section 564 of the Civil Procedure Code. To dis- 
pose of this point it is necessary to look at what the Munsiff 
actually decided. His judgment is not very intelligible. He 
lays down six issues for decision. Of these, the first three he 
decided in the plaintiffs’ favour : and the fourth he regarded 
as subsidiary to the fifth. The fifth issue was “ whether any of 
these defendants cut and took away the crops of the plaintiffs.” 
He comes however to no very clear finding as to the cutting and 
taking away of the crops, but dismisses the suit on the ground 
apparently that the plaintiffs had' failed to make out their title to 
the crops. And it is argued for the respondent that his decision 
on the fifth issue is a decision on a preliminary point which 
authorized the lower appellate Court to remand the case under 
section 562, for the decision of the remaining issue, namely, the 
sixth issue which deals with the question of the amount of 
damages. There appears to be no authority in this Court for the 
view put before us by the learned pleader for the respondent. 
But we think the view taken by Best J. in Ramchandra Joishi 
V. Hassi Kassim (i), which is quoted by the Allahabad High 
Court in Mata Din v. Jamtia Das (2) is reasonable. In that case 
Best J. said “ I take it that a suit is disposed of on a preliminary 
point within the meaning of section 562 when by reason of the 
decision on one or more of the issues recorded in the case, there 
has been no necessity for the consideration of the other issues, 
and that if in such a case the appellate Court finds that the issues 

(1) (1803) 1. L. B. 16 Mad 207. (2) (1905) I. L. E. 27 All. 691. 
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considered have been wrongly decided, and the suit in conse- 
quence wrongly dismissed, and that a consideration of the other 
issues is necessary for a^proper disposal of the suit, a remand is 
allowable.’.’ Two questions have to be considered in this case : 
Firstly whether the plaintiffs were entitled to compensation and 
secondly^ if so, what should be the amount of .compensation 
awarded. The suit was disposed of on the first of these two 
points, namely, tffat the plaintiffs were not entitled to compen- 
sation at^ll : and, we think it is not unreasonable to hold that that 
is a preliminary point, and when the lower appellate^ Court 
has set aside the decision of the first Court on that point, it may, 
under section 562, remand the case for decision of the remaining 
point, •namely, to what compensation the plaintiffs w^re entitled. 

The appeal is, accordingly, dismissed with costs. 

N. K. R. Appeal dismissed. 
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Before Mr, Justice Stephen and Mr. Justice Holmwood. 

• GOUR KAIBARTA and othkrs 

V. 

SRIMATI TARAJAN BIBI and othfrs • 

Bengal Tenancy Act (V III of Scc^SS — Svh-ihrmuin of holding — Itighta 

of j?nrcha^cr~*~Landlord'x titl** not quad toned. 

Where the landlord's rights are not questioned an<l lie iloes not nppenr in 
tlie suit, a transferee of a sh.aie of a holding may innin^nin a suit ngninst poisons 
who claim under an inferior title, even though they nuay set up a lecognifion 
)jy the landlord. 

Kuldtp Singh v. GillandcvM m distinguished, • 

Benodini Dan v. Peary Mohnu (2) and Augur Ah v Anahuddm (3) followed 
in principle. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit for possession of land. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment. 
Moulvie Syed Shamsnl Huda and Bahu Girifa Prasanna Roy 
Choudhury for the Appellants. 

Babu Dwarkanath Chakravarti and Mr, G. Sircar for the 
Respondents. • ^ 

• c. A. V. 

w tmm Appellate Decree No. 844 of 1906 against the decision of 

".B. Brown, Eaq*, District Judge of Tip|>era, datcnl the 12th February 1906, 
rpvereing that of Babu Khagendra Nath Bose, Munsiff, Hrahraanberia, date<l 
the 27th I<;pbrnary 1905, 

U) <1899) I. L, B, 26 Calc. 616. (2) (1903) 8 q. W. N 65. 

(3) (1904) 9C. W.N. 134. 
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The following juJgineut was delivered : 

The plaintiff in this suit claims a declaration of a ryoti right 
in certain land in his favour, and possession of the land, founding 
his claim on a kabala of 1309 B.S. The defendantSr resist this 
claim on an allegation of earlier though unregistered kabaljft in 
their favour, and relying on the fact that they are in possession 
of the land as the result of proceedings under section 9 of the 
Specific Relief Act, and, as is found, with their recognition as 
tenants by the landlor*d, seek to impugn the plaintiff’s right under 
his ka^ala for the reason hereafter mentioned. The lower appel- 
late Court finds that the defendants bought the ^ land and got 
possession of it, but their documents of title being unregistered 
rightly holds that the plaintiff’s kabala must prevail unless 
the defendants can resist his claim on legal grounds. The only 
such ground that has been urged before us is that the sale to the 
plaintiff was of a portion only of the ryoti holding of the 
grantor, and was therefore invalid under section 88 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act. This ground has been held a good one by the 
lower appellate Court, relying on the decision in Kfildip Singh v. 
Gtl landers Arhnthnot ^ Co. (i). Later decisions however seem 
to preclude us from applying the principle there laid down. The 
essential difference between that case and the present is that 
there the purchaser of a portion of the'^jote attempted to set up 
the, right he had acquired against the landlord, here he sets it 
up against the purchasers from the tenant who at most have 
been recognised by the landlord as tenants in respect of the right 
set up by the plaintiff. In Bciiodtni Dassi v. Peary Mohan 
Haidar (2) it is held that where the landlord is not called on to 
recognise a sub-division, the purchase of a share of a holding 
does not disentitle the purchaser of a share to be considered 
owner of the share as far as section 310A is concerned. In 
Asgar Alt v. Asabuddin Kazi (3) the purchaser of a share of a 
holding was held to be entitled to take proceedings under sec- 
tion 31 1, Civil Procedure Code, on a comparison of the two 
former cases, and the same line of reasoning was also followed in 
Rai Kamaleswart Prosad Singh Bahadur v. Maharajah 
Harbcrilabh Narain Singh Bahadur (4). On these decisions the 
Only question left open to us is whether the recognition of the 
defendants, by the landlord as his tenants makes the landlord 
a party to this case sufficiently to bring the case within the 

(1) (1899) 1. L. B. 26 Calc. 616. (3) (1901) 0 C W. N. 134. 

(2) (1903) 8 C. W. N. 66. ( 4 ) (1906) 2 C. L. J. 369, 
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ruling in Kuldip Singh v. GiUanders (i)y and we are of opinion Oirtt . 

that it does not. The landlord is a party to this case, but has 1909. 

not entered appearance and no question as to his rights in the KSharti 

land has be$n raised. r. 

• Srimsti Tarsj* 

'rtie result is that the appeal is allowed, the judgment and 


decree of the lower appellate Court are set aside, and the 
decree of the Munsiff is restored. The appellant is entitled to 
his costs in this Court and in the lower appeljate Court. • 

N. K R. • Appeal decreed, 

(1) (1899) I L. g. Calc. iJir,. • 


Before Mr. Justice Rampiui and Mt , Justice Shatfuddin 
ASK A RAN BAID avd avothfr 

PIR BUX A\n AVoTHFk.* 

\egof table I/tMtrumcnfx Art (XXVI of tSfit ) Seen, 30, 30, S(i-^IIuudi payable at 
mght — Unconditional acceptance — Holder agreeing to arrangement for 
jkiyment with acceptor — Notice of dmbononr, omi^snm to gne-^ Drawer 
dmeharged. 

The acceptor of a hvndi payable at sight acoepte<! the hvndi uncon<lltionalIy. 
The holder of the note agreed to receive the money in .*1 days’ time and did not 
give notice to the drawer of this arrangement. The acceptor failcil to pay the 
amount within the promised tiny, the hohler gave the drawer notice of dis* 
honour, 10 days after that date * 

Held— That the conduct of the holder discharged the drawer from his 
liability under the terms of sections 39 and 86 of the Negotiable Instru- 
ments Act. 


Civxh. 

|908. 

April, 3, 0, 7, 9, 


Appeal by the Plaintiffs. • 

Suit by the plaintiffs, the holders of a hnndiy against the 
drawer for the balance of money due to them. 

V The facts of the t^ase and argument appear sufficiently from 
the judgmeifts. 

Dr, Rash Behary Ghose and Babus Jogendra Nath Muketjee 
und Hemendra Nath Sen for the Appellants. 

Babus Umakali Mookerjee and Joy Gopal Ghosha for the 
Respondents. 

c. A. V. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

t Aunpini J. — The facts of this case are as follows ; 'I'he 
laintiff is the holder of a hundi payable at sight drawn by one 

* Appear from Appellate Decree No. 1082 of 1908, against the decree of 
O. Twidell, Em, District Judge of Purnea, dated the 31st Karch 1908. 
^rming thet of Babn Suria Karafn IHiss, Sabordinate Judge of Pomeab, dated 
IbeSthJuneMOe. 
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Pir Bux of Kishengunge in the Purnea district on Abdus 
Sobhan, a hide-broker in Calcutta. The hundi was presented to 
Abdus Sobhan, along with two bills of lading for parcels of hides 
despatched by Pir Bux to Calcutta. Abdus Sobhan accepted 
the hundi and promised to pay within three days. Subsequently 
he paid Rs. ^027 out of Rs. ^ooo, the amount of the hundi ; after 
about a month, he became bankrupt. The date of the hundi 
w^s the 17th January. Notice of dishonour was not given to 
Pir Bux till the 29th January. Now, the plaintiff, th^ holder of 
the /lundi^ sues Pir Bux, the drawer, for the balance due to 
him. Both the lower Courts have dismissed the suit on substan- 
tially the same grounds, vtz.^ (i) that the notice of dishonour was 
not given jn due time and (2) that the drawer was dischaft*ged by 
the holder of the note giving time to the acceptor to pay the 
money, an arrangement not notified to the drawer, nor acquiesced 
in by him. The plaintiff appeals and, on his behalf, it has been 
urged (i) the question of the acceptance by Abdus Sobhan 
having been a qualified one was not raised in the pleadings or 
issues ; (2) that there was no qualified acceptartce, as such an 
acceptance must be in writing ; (3) that if the question was and 
could be raised, there was acquiescence on the part of the drawer 
and (4) that the question of the notice of dishonour not having 
been given in time was not raised in the issues or pleadings that 
tbe notice was given in time and that the drawer was not 
prejudiced by the delay. 

We consider, however, thai the decisions of the lower Courts 
are correct. It is clear that the acceptor at first accepted the 
hundi unconditionally in consideration of the two bills of lading 
for the parcels of hides attached to the hundi. He subsequently 
said he would pay in three days and did not so pay. The holder 
of the note agreed to receive the money in three days time, and 
did not give notice to the drawer of this arrangement and did 
not even give him notice of dishonour till about ten days 
subsequentl3\ We consider that this conduct of the plaintiff 
according to the terms of sections 30, 39, and 86 of the Negoti- 
able Instruments Act discharged the drawer and that the plaintiff 
cannot now recover from the drawer, the defendant No. i. 

^ The pleas that the questions of the acceptance having been 
qualified and of the notice of dishonour not having been given ^ 
in due time were not raised in the pleadings or issues are purely 
technical pleas devoid of all substance. The parties very well 
understood the matters at issue between them and they were 
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sufficiently raised in the first issue framed by the Subordinate 
Judge. The parties must have well understood that notice of 
dishonour should hav^ been given without undue delay and, *. 
whether tjiey understood it or not, this is undoubtedly the law. r. 

As Ihe District Judge ha^ pointed out, the plaintiff is on the 

horns of a dilemma. Either he did not give notice of dishonour Hampini, /, 

in due time or he agreed to payment at a subsequent date, of 

which notice was not given to the drawer and in which there is 

nothing 40 show he ever acquiesced. In either case the defen- 

dant No. i is relieved of his liability under the hundt. , 

We dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dii^mtssed, 

SPECIAL BENCH. ‘ 


Before the Hotfble R. F. Rampint^ acting Chief fusticey Mr, 
Justice Stephen and ^^r. Justice Fletcher, 

I.\ THE MiVTTHR OK LAWRE>iCE WILSON, an Attorney. 

rnpiofeiottonal amdiat — Attorney appearinq tor plaint ig and defendant, 

Au attoruey >Nho in the name of a linn of N\hieh he waH the Hole partner 
appeared on ixihalf of the plaintiff, also uppearetl in hm own perbonal cupacitj 
for the defendantH. 

Ileld^ tliat he waH guilty of contempt of Court and of improper behaviour, 
and must be suspendetl. 

This was a rule calling on Lawrence Wilson an attorney of 
the High Court to show cauSe why his name should not be 
removed from the roll of attorneys of the Court or why he 
should not be suspended from practising as an attorney oT this 
Court for such term as may seem fit, on account of professional 
misconduct. 

A copy of this* order was served upon the Advocate-General 
of Bengal *and notice of the order was given to the new Incorpo- 
rated Law Society of Calcutta. The matter arose out of the 
suit of Shaik Solaman v. Shaikh Manikjan before Fletcher J. 
in which his Lordship recorded the following opinion. “I see 
the same attorney has entered appearance on both sides, one in the 
name of his firm and the other in his own name. It is a discreditable 
conduct on the attorney’s part. I will call the Chief jusdee’s 
attention to it.” On the matter being reported to the Chief Justice, 
this rule was issued. 

The Hotfble S, P. Sinha ( Advocate- General ) left the matter 
to their Lordships. 
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Mr. L. P. E. Pugh — On behalf of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Calcutta, cited Berry v. Jenkim (i), and In re Four 
Soliciiors (2), and left the matter in their J^ordships’ hands. 

Mr. B. Chakraverty for the attorney in showing cause said 
that his client unreservedly apologised to their Lordships for* the 
conduct whicji had been brought to their notice. When the 
suit was filed, all the other members of the family came in and 
there was an arrangement that a decree should be made. Then 
there was some contentions raised and Mr. Wilson suggested 
that another attorney should be appointed for the defendants. 
He placed himself entirely and unreservedly in their Lordships’ 
hands. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Rampini C- J. — This is a Rule calling upon Mr. L. Wilson 
an attorney of this Court, to show cause why he should not be 
suspended from practising as an attorney or why his name should 
not be struck off the roll of attorneys of this Court, on 
account of professional misconduct. 

The facts are that a plaint was put in the Original Side of 
the Court on behalf of a certain person who wished to set aside 
two wakfnamas executed by Shaik Haji Abdul Khansama on 
the 7th October 1880 and the 27th September i8qo. This plaint 
was signed by Carruther £?* Co., of which firm Mr. Lawrence 
Wilson is the sole partner, the warrant of attorney is also in the 
name of Messrs. Carruther and Co. Subsequently a written 
statement was put in by the defendants, in the second paragraph 
of wh^‘ch the first wakf of the 7th October 1880 was admitted 
to be a real endowment. But it was agreed in the 6th paragraph 
that the second wakf of the 27th September 1890 should 
be set aside as not valid. The warrant to defend on behalf 
of the defendants was in the name of Mr. Lawrence Wilson, 
who was, as already mentioned, the sole partner of the firm of 
Messrs. Carruther and Co., what is very noteworthy is that on 
the back of the written statement there is an endorsement to the 
effect that ^Hhe time to file the defendants’ written statement expired 
during the holidays, but no steps have been taken by the other 
side.” This appears to be a device to strengthen the impression 
that the other side was represented by a person different from 
Mr. Lawrence Wilson. When the case came before one of the 
members of this Bench, all the defendants except Shukuijan, 
appeared by Mr. Sen, Mr. Mehta appeared for the plaintiff, 
(1) <18S6} 8 Bing. 423. (2) (190|) 1 K. B. 187. 
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and an endeavour was maJe to obtain a consent order roiu the 
Court. The Judge, however, observed that the same attorney 
represented both sides and reported the matter to the Chief 
Justice and this Rule \^as consequently issued. 

Mr. fhakravarti on behalf of Mr. Wilson admits that Mr. 
Wilton was guilty of an •error of judgment, but contends that 
the mistake was a hnuafulc mistake on the part of Mr. Wilson 
and that there was no intention to deceive the Court. We think, 
however, that th^e was an evident intention to deceive the 
Court, yr. Wilson in the name of Messrs. Carruther c'v Co., 
appeared on behalf of the plaintiff and Mr. Wilson in his own 
personal capacity appeared on behalf of the defendants. This 
was surely an endeavour on the part of Mr. Wilson to lead the 
Court* to believe that the parties were represented by two 
different attorneys. Sccoitdlw the written statement put in on 
behalf of the defendants was clearly an improper one, seeing 
that the defendants were trustees and it was their duty to 
uphold the wakfs and not to agree to set one of them aside. 
Thtrdlw it appears to us that any attorney of experience, and 
we are infortned that Mr. Wils*on is an attorney of i6 years 
standing, must have seen that the suit was a collusive one and 
fraudulent one, brought for the purpose of setting aside uakfs 
executed by Haji Abdul Khansama. Mr. Wilson has further 
added to his misconduct Jiy not appearing at the hearing of this 
Rule, although we have reason to believe that he was present in 
Court this morning as he came to swear to the afiidavit which 
uas put in on his behalf. • 

We therefore can not aapiit Mr Wilson of the charge of 
an attempt to deceive the Court. We think that in acting thus, 
he is guilty of contempt of Court and of improper behaviour as 
an officer of this Court. We accordingly direct that he be 
suspended from practising as an attorney for the period of one 
year or for such longer period as he shall not be able to 
satisfy the Court that he intends personally to carry on bu.siness 
within the limits of the Original Jurisdiction of this Court for his 

own benefit. 

Mr. Wilson must pay the costs of this Rule. We allow 
separate costs to the Advocate General, and Mr. Pug]j^ also, 
who represents the Incorporated Law Society. ^ 
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Before Sir Francis William Maclean^ Kt.^ K.C.I.E., Chief Justice 
and Mr, Justice Doss, 

RAJABALA DEBI and on her death her heirs and legal 
representatives KAMINI KUMAR LAHIRI and others 

V, 

NUFFER CHUNDER PAL CHOWDHURY and others.* 

c 


. ANANDA GOPAL GOSSAIN and others 

V, 

NUFFER CHUNDER PAL CHOWDHURY and others.* 

Civil Procedure Code ( Act XIV of 1882)^ Sec, 595— Final — Remand order — 
Decimon of issue govermng the case — Leaie to appeal to Priuy Conned 

The purchasers of a putnt^ which was sold for its own arrears, sued the 
defendants for khas possession on the ground that they were trespassers after 
annulment of their incumbrunces by notices duly issued under section J67 of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act. The Court of first instance dismissed the suit on the 
ground that the plaintiffs failed to prove that the notices wer<' duly issuetl and 
served. The appellate Court took the opposite view, holding that the notices 
had been properly served and remanded the case for the trial of other issues 
Held^ that though the order purpoited to be only an order of remand, yet 
as the appellate (>ourt reversed the decision of the first Court upon an issue 
which governed the whole case, the decree oi the appellate Court is a final 
decree within the meaning of section 696 of the Cwle of Civil Procedure. 

ilahimhhoy v, C, A, Turner (1) and Satyid Jifnzhnr v. JMuMsamat Bodha (2) 
referred to. 

Applications for leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council 
by the Defendant. 

The facts of the case were as follows : — The plaintiffs, who 
were the purchasers of a putni^ which was sold for its own 
arrears, alleged that they applied for the issue of notices under 
the provisions of section 167 of the Bengal Tenancy Act for the 
annulment of the incumbrances held by the defendants under 
the putni ; that the notices weie duly issued by the Collector ; 
that the incumbrances held by the defendant therefore came to 
an end and that the defendants were consequently no longer 

* Applications Nos. 1 and 2 of 1908 for leave to appeal to His Majesty in 
Councu in appeals from Original Decrees Nos. 427 and 450 of 1905, against the 
decrees of Hampini and Sharfuddin JJ , dated the 28th August 1007, reversing 
those of Baba Bhagabutty Churn Mitra, Subordinate Judge of Nadia, dated 
the 8l8t July 1006. 

U) (18^) 1- L R. 15 Bom. 165. 


(2) (1894) I. L. R. 17 All 118. 
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entitled to occupy the land. They accordingly brought two suits 
for kAas possession and mesne profits. 

The Subordinate !fudge dismissed the plaintiffs' suit ; ho 
held that the suits were defective for non-joinder and misjoinder 
of parties, and also that the plaintiff failed to prove the service 
of the notices issued under section 167 of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act. • , 

Oil appeal by the plaintiffs to the High Court it was held 
that the ifotices were duly issued and served, and that no suit 
was liable to be dismissed for misjoinder of parties. The appel- 
lants* Counsel gave up all the defendants except one in one suit 
and added one defendant in the other suit. The suits were then 
remanded to the lower Court for the decision of the other issues 
Against that decision of the High Court two applications 
were made by the defendants for leave to appeal to His Majesty 
in Council. 

B^dn Sarat Chtinder Khan for the Petitioners 
Bahti Ama^cndra Nath B^tsc fof the Opposite Party. 

The judgment of the Oourt was delivered by 
Maclean C- J. — This is an application for a certificate that 
the case is a fit and proper one for appeal to His Majesty in 
Council. 

The suit was one under section 167 of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act and the object of it was to annul certain encumbrances by 
giving notice under section 167 of*the Act. 

The cardinal point in the suit was whether the notice was 
properly served. The Subordinate Judge found that it was hot, 
and dismissed the suit. This Court took an opposite view and 
held that notice had been properly served and remanded the case 
to be tried out on the other issues. An application is now made 
for leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council from the decision 
of this Court and the only question is whether the order passed 
by this Court is a final decree within the meaning of section 595 
of the Code of Civil Procedure. On the face it purports to be 
only an order of remand, but the question whether the notice 
was properly served or not is, as I have said, the cardinal point 
in the case. the view taken by the Subordinate Judge is 
correct then there is an end of the suit and the decree, therefore 
r'vas final, and the petitioner contends that this is a final decree, 
because, if potice was not properly served, the suit must fail, and 
the defendant is released from further lianility. He says he is 
entitled to have that question decided by the Judicial Committee, 
I think his contention must prevail. 


Oxviif 

lUjsbala D«bl 
and others 
s. 

Nuffer Cbonder 
Pal Chowdhury. 
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Maclean^ < 7 . J, 


The case appears to me to be governed in principle by the 
judgments of the Judicial Committee, in the case of Saiyid 
Muzhar Hossein v. Mussamat Bodha Bibi (i) and of Rahimbhoy 
Habtbbhoy v. C A. Turner (2). Np question arises as to value 
and the decree against which it is sought to appeal is one of 
reversal. 

I think therefore that a certificate must be granted. This 
order will also govern the application for leave to appeal to His 
Majesty in Council, No. 2 of 1908. 

A. T. M. “ Leave granted. 

(1) (1894) I L. R. 17 All. 113 (P. C.) (2) (1S90; I. L U. 15 Bom. 165. (P. C.) 

[Subseciuently the applicants faileil to deposit the costs for the preparations 
of the pape? books and to give the securities for the costs of the respondents 
and the appeals were struck off — Kep ] 
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Before Mr. justice Caspersz and Mr. yu&tice Sharfuddtn. 
BARAIK KAMAL SAHI and others 


LILHU CHRISTIAN and OTHKt^S* 


Onua of proof— Eject me nt, mid for — Atj-Jotc land^ isud for jmsesmou oj 

Makarraridar — Occupancy ratyaty pica of. 

In a suit for ejectment from mj jotc lands, wheie the defence set uii 
light of occupancy, when the plaintiff was admitted to be a 
the landlord, it lies upon the defendants to make out that they are occupant 
raiyats and aie entitled to lemain there. 

Nariany Narain Sinyh v. Dharant Thakur (1) ami IJirumoti Dat>sya 
Annoda Promd Olnush t2) lefcried to . liajendra Kumar Boxe v. Mohtm Chami 
Ohose (3) e.xplained. 

Appeal by the riaintift’^. 

ISuit for ejectment. 

The facts of the case appear sufhcieiitly from the judgmeni 

Mr. Caspersz {Compel) and Babu Joges Chunder Dey 1 
the Appellants. 

Babus Basant Kumar Boi^e and Btraj Mohun Mojuma 
({or Babu Jnanendra Nath Bose) for the Respondents. 

c. a. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Caspersz J . — This is a second appeal arising out of a s 
by the plaintiffs (appellants) for ejectment of the defenda 


- - Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1648 of 1906, against the decre 
E E. Forrester Esq, Officiating Judicial Commissioner of Chota Nairpon 
lUnchi, dated the 25th July 1906, reversing that of Babu Bamandaa ^luk 
Munsiff of Ranchi, dated the 18th December 1906. 

(1) (1004) 9 C. W. N. 144 (2) (1908) 7 C. L. J. 653 

(J) (1894) 8 C. W. N. 763. 
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(respondents), from 3,\ powas of {/on lands, situated in village 
Totami, on the allegation that the plaintiffs had taken a 
zurpesh^ of an 8 anivis share of the above-mentioned village 
in the year 193b S. (1879-80) from its malik Bansrai who, subse- 
quently, conveyed that sKare to the plaintiffs in makarrari. 
They further alleged that since their zurpeshgi th^ had been in 
possession of all the uij jote lands of Bansrai including the lands 
in suit, firsty as zutpesh^i^tiars and, then, as makarraridars, wj^en 
in the ytfar iq6i S. (1904) the defendants dispossessed the plaintiffs 
of powas of mj jote land^ They, lastly, alleged tl^it the 
defendants had no right or title to the lands in suit and that they 
are trespasseis. 

The defendants’ case is that the land in suit is the ancestral 
raiyati holding of defendants Nos. 1-3 and that neither Bansrai 
nor the plaintiffs ever had kJias possession of the same and that 
defendant Temba has acquired a right of occupancy in it. 

The munsiff ga\e a decree to the plaintiffs holding that, 
the onus being on the defendai^s to prove that the land in suit 
was their occupancy holding, they had not dischaiged it. On 
appeal, the learned Judicial Commissioner has dismissed the 
plaintiffs’ suit holding that it was incumbent on the plaintiffs 
to prove that the land was klias land when they obtained the 
makarrari, and that they*had been dispossessed by the defendants 
at or about the time mentioned in the plaint. 

The plaintiffs appeal, and the only contention urged before 
us is that of 0////.S : it is contended that inasmuch as the 
makarrari right was admitted, it was on the defendants to prove 
their own allegation before the suit could be dismissed. On 
behalf of the defendants it is urged that since the whole question 
rested on a decUion as to whether the land in suit was nij jote 
land or not, the onus was on the plaintiffs who alleged that the 
land in suit was khas land. 

Our attention has been called to various authorities, on 
behalf of the appellants, in support of their contention that the 
onm lay on the defendants in the circumstances detailed. One 
of the most recent authorities, to which reference is made, is the 
case of Nursing Nartan Singh v. Dharam I'haknr (i), ift which 
case the plaintiff as a zemindar sued to recover from th^ defen- 
dants possession of certain lands which he claimed to be zerait 
lands. , The defendants admitted the plaintiffs title as zemindar 
but set up title as raiyat. In this case, also, the Court of first 
(1) (1904) 9 C. W. N. 144. 
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CiViL instancet as in the present case, had decreed the plaintiffs claim 

holding that the lands were his zerait lands, and the lower 
^ . appellate Court in that case, as here, throwing the onus on the 

Baraik ^ama a i plaintiff had failed to establish that 

Lilhu Chr istian. lands in suit were his zerait lands. 

Caspersz^ J. On this authority the plaintiffs assailed the decision of the 

lower appellate Court on the ground that its judgment is errone- 
ou;» inasmuch as the plaintiffs’ claim could not be rightly 
dismissed, when their right as zemindars is admitted, even though 
the lands be not proved to be zerait lands unless and until the 
defendants establish the tenancy upon which they rely. 

Another recent authority is Hiramati Dassya v. Annoda 
Proaad Ghosh (i). This was a suit in ejectment, where the 
, defence had set up a tenure, by right of purchase from the for- 
mer tenant, and it was held that if the plaintiff has proved that 
he is the owner of the land it lies upon the defendant to make 
out that he is a tenure-holder and is entitled to remain thereon. 

On behalf of the respon^lents, as already observed, it was 
contended that the onus was rightly placed by the lower appel- 
late Court on the plaintiffs, and, in support of their contention, 
reference has been made to the case of Rajendra Kumar Bose 
v. Mohim Chandra Ghose (2), This was a case in which a land- 
lord sued for khas possession of land 'in defendants’ possession, 
while the defendants had set up and proved an intermediate 
tenure, and it was held that it was on the plaintiffs to show that 
the parcel of land sought to be resumed was outside such tenure. 
The facts of the present case are different. Here it is not admit- 
ted that the defendants had raiyati interests within the makarrari 
of the plaintiffs. On the contrary, we find it stated in the plaint 
that the defendants have no connection whatever with the dis- 
puted land ; while the defendants in their defence admit the 
superior title of the plaintiffs. 

On a review of the authorities we are of opinion that, in 
the circumstances of the present case, the onus lay on the 
defendants to prove their occupancy right. 

It appears that there were three defendants in the suit, viz.y 
Temba who claimed to have been in possession of 2^ powas of 
land as an occupancy raiyat ; and Lilhu and Chanroo who claimed 
to have been in possession of the other powa of land as maurashi 
raiyat. Tne learned Judicial Commissioner says it is proved that 
Temba has a tenancy though I do not consider that he has 
(l) (1908) 7 C. L. J. 553 . (2) asw) 3 C. W. N. 763. 
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established that he has held the land for 12 years. On these 
facts I hold that plaintiffs are not entitled to a decree of kkas 
possession against Temba. Lilhu and Chanroo have not appear- 
ed to depose in support of their tenancy but holding as I do^ 
that the ontu is on the plaintiffs to prove that the land is A/tds 
land, f do not think they are entitled to a decree against them. 
These findings warrant belief that none of the defendants h.ad at 
all proved their special tenancies, but the lower appellate Court 
does not distinctly say so, and it seems to have thought it ud- 
necessary >0 enter into that question as it thought that the onns 
was on the plaintiffs to prove thei^ possession over the land in 
suit as their k/ins land. That being so, we think this .appeal 
must be allowed and the case remanded to the learned Judicial 
Commissioner in order that he may determine, on the f.lcts recor- 
^ded, whether the defendants have established their respective 
tenancies under the plaintiffs. 

Costs will abide the result. 
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Af*f>eai decreed Ca \ e ; ema tided. 


Before Mr. Justice Mitra and Mr. Justice Bell. 
KEDAR PROSANNA LAIIIRI 


V 

GIRINDRA PROSAD SUKUI, and othkks.* 

Ihdemptton, right nf^-Mortgage—PurchaMii hy prwr and pvinnrnwrtgmfCPM — 
Accounting— Tt nantM nettled on the l§nd hy prior mortgagee, right of. 


i. 


Where the prior mortgagee purchascil the property moitg.iged to him in a 
suit in which the puisne mortgagee was not maac a party ainl the latter^also 
purcha»e«l the same property subsequently in a suit in which the prior 
mortgagee was not made a party : 

that each party would 1^ entitled to redeem the other ; but the 
preferable nght to retlecmAvas with the puisne mortgagee f 

The puisne# mortgagee 18 bound to pay the mortgage money with interest 
at the rate specified in the mortgage to the prior mortgagee and any amount 
paid by the prior mortgagee in possession for the protection of the property or 
for redeeming any prior mortgage with interest as alsf) the costs of the suit and 
appeal as in an ordinary redemption suit. An account was to Ijc taken of the 
amounts realised from the property by the prior mortgagee as mortgagee in 

• Appeal from Original Decree No. 402 of 1905, against the 
Radha Nath Sen, Subordinate Judge of Rajshahye, dated the 30th May 1906.^ 


tiBut see Umet Chunder Shear v J^ahur Falinm, <1^9) I L. K. 18 Calc. 
164 (K 0.), Perumal y. Kaveri, (1892) 1. L R. 16 Mad. 121 /t 12.5.6. 
Jtangasamy Ifaiken y. Jelli Bodi Naiken, (1902) I. L. B. 26 Mad. 4^ Deber^a 
Narain iZeff Vt Beumtaran Banerji (1903) I, L. Ph 30 Calc 699, pw Maclean C. J, 
at 605 and &a$anbhai y. Umaji^ (1903) I. L. R. 28 Bom. 163— Rep.] 
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possession from the date of the possession taken by him (prior mortgagee). If 
on taking accounts any balance be found in favour of the puisne mortgagee, 
the prior mortgagee will be bound to pay the said amount to him ; but if 
otherwise, then the usual decree in redemption suit will be passed, 

The tenants settled by the prior mortgagee* on the land are entitled to 
remain on the land until it be found in any subsequent suit or %uit8 that they 
are liable to ejectment under the Bengal Tenancy Act or any other that 
may be in force* 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for declaration of title to and recovery of possession of 
land or in the alternative for redemption. ’ 

The facts of the case appear sufficiently from the judgment. 

Mr. A Chowdhmy and Bahn Hari Charan Sarkliel for the 
Appellant, 

Bahus Hemendra Nath Sen and Ramakant Bhattacharjee 
for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Mitra J. — The questions which arise for our determination 
in this appeal are few. The ,^uit which was one for declaration 
of title to and recovery of possession of land was contested in 
the lower Court on various grounds. Several issues were framed 
which are set out at p. 23 of the paper-book. The findings of 
the lower Court on most of these issues are against the plaintiff 
and it is not necessary to notice them in our judgment. On the 
question of henami which is formulated in the third issue, the 
finding is that the husband of the defendant No. 2 was not the 
henamidar cd the mother of the defendant No. i. The finding 
on this issue disposes of the question as to the right of the 
plaintiff to possession of the property by virtue of his purchase 
under the sale held in 1897. 

As regards the fifth issue, the finding of the lower Court is 
also against the plaintiff. Mr. Chowdhury for the plaintiff 
appellant has attempted to show that the properties purchased 
by the plaintiff are not identical with the properties held by the 
defendants and purchased under a prior mortgage. The finding 
of the lower Court on this question is in our opinion supported 
by the evidence and we do not see any reason to interfere with it. 

The sixth issue raises the question of possession and, in the 
view we take of the rights of the parties, it is immaterial whether 
the plaintiff or the second defendant was in possession. B«t, on 
the finding which has been arrived at by the lower Court, that is, 
the second defendant was in possession, the question as to the 
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rights which are pleaded in the plaint arises and we shall refer to 
this matter presently. 

The other issues • raise questions which are at present 
immaterial. 

The facts which have been found are these : — The defendant 
No. 47, Iswar Chunder Ghose, and his brother Bhugnran Chunder 
Ghose mortgaged the properties in dispute to defendant No. 48, 
Tarini Kant Chowdhury in the year 1888. The sum covered by 
the mortage was Rs. 422 and interest was stipulated to be paid 
at the rate of 37.^ per cent, per gnnum. On the failure of the 
mortgagors to pay the money ; Tarini Kant instituted a ^uit on 
his mortgage and obtained a decree on the 28th March 181)3. 
The decree was one for sale of the mortgaged properties. He 
executed the decree, caused the properties to be sold and 
himself purchased at the sale. Subsequently Tarini Kant sold 
in 1301 B S. the properties by a to the husband of the 

defendant No. 2 and it appeals that the defendant No. 2 took 
possession in 1894. Tarini Kant •did not make the puisne 
mortgagee, that is to say, the mother of the defendant No 1, a 
party to his suit. That was a defect which has brought about 
the present litigation. 

In 1892, the two brothers Iswar Chunder and Bhugwan 
Chunder mortgaged, accorcTing to the finding of the lower Court, 
some properties to the mother of the defendant No. i. She g6t 
a decree in 1894 and caused the s^e of the mortgaged properties 
in 1897 and the plaintiff purchased at that sale. The plaintiff 
took formal possession in 1898 There was the usual contest 
about possession after 1898 It appears that the disputes about 
possession really began in 1901. In a proceeding in the Criminal 
Court it was declarecl that the defendant No. 2 was in possession 
and the teqant defendants Nos 3 to 45 were in occupation as 
raiyats. The present suit was instituted, as we have said, for 
declaration of title and for possession, or in the alternative, for 
redemption. 

The first prayer must fail on the findings of the lower Court. 
As regards the second alternative prayer for redemption ^hat 
has been allowed by the lower Court. 

^The only question which really remains for our decisioh is 
what are the conditions on which redemption should be allowed. 
The firs^llfloftgagee, that is, Tarini Kant did not make the ^pcond 
mortgagee a party neither did the second mortgagee ma 
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first mortgagee a party. Each party will be entitled to redeem 
the other ; but the preferable right to redeem is with the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff is, according ta the ordinary rule in 
redemption cases, bound to pay the mortgage nwiiey with 
interest at the rate specified in the mortgage and any arflount 
paid by the mortgagee in possession for the protection of the 
property or for redeeming any prior mortgage with interest as 
also the costs of the suit and the appeal as in an ordinary redemp- 
tion suit. The decree of the lower Court in this respect is not 
quite« clear and there is no reason why the lower Court should 
not direct that an account should be taken of the amounts realized 
from the property by the defendant No. 2 as mortgagee in 
possession from the date of the possession taken in the year 
1894. It might be that the conduct of the plaintiff was not as 
good as it should have been. In fact, there were conflicting 
rights and the questions which arose on account of laches on 
both sides. It may also be that, if the mortgagee in possession 
in order to protect her light had to spend any money which 
really went towards the protection of the property, she would be 
entitled to the benefit of such payments. But the rough and 
ready way of calculation adopted by the lower Court is not 
proper to be followed in redemption suits. 

We, therefore, direct that the decree of the lower Court be 
modified in the following way : — That an account be taken of 
the mortgage money due and payable under the mortgage of the 
Sth May 1888 with interest thereon at the rale specified in it as 
also of the sum of Rb. 1693-6-6 with interest thereon at the rate 
of twelve per cent, per annum from the beginning of the year 
1308, the said amount having been paid for redemption of the 
prior* mortgage and the costs of the litigation in both Courts and 
also of the amount received by the said defendant No. 2 from 
the date of his taking possession from the tenants in occupation 
and that the one be set off against the other, and that a decree 
be made for the balance, the plaintiff being at liberty to pay the 
said amount within six months from the date of the amount by 
the lower Court and, on his so paying, the defendant No. 2 should 
deliver up to him all documents in his possession or power and re- 
transfer the property to him. On the failure of the plaintiff to pay 
the said amount within the time specified, he will be debarred%ora 
all rights to redeem and the defendant No. 2 will be (^titled to 
continue in possession of the property absolutely anir without 
the plaintiff having any further right to redeem. If, on taking 
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the account, it be found that the balance is in favour of the plain- 
tiff, the said defendant No. 2 will be bound to pay the said amount 
to the plaintiff. 

As regards the right of the defendants Nos. 3 to 45, it appears 
thaU they are tenants on* the land and are not really interested 
in the mortgage in favour of either of the parties. They are 
entitled to remain on the land, unless it be found in any subse- 
quent suit or suifs that they are liable to ejectment under^the 
Bengal 'tenancy Act or any pther Act that may be in force. 
The decree for costs passed by the lower Court as regards the 
defendants Nos. 3 to 45 will stafid. The plaintiff appellant must 
pay the cost of the defendant No. 2 the lespondent in thfs Court. 
We assess the hearing fee at two hundred rupees. 

A. T. M. Decree iW)difie({. 


OnriL. 

1908 . 

Kedar ProMoiia 
Lahiri 

Qirindra Procad 
Sukul. 

mtra, J. 


Def'tfe Mt. Justue Mitrn atid Mr. yttsltie Bell 

AN.VNDA CHANDRA PODDAR and dthhks 

• V 

KUNJO BKIIARI PAL. * 

Ituiht to fup-- Ineiimhni nmt tn outul — Putchattre f rom a purchaftfe at a 
n — Put tmlar— P*'i ma n('nt St'ttlemaut , fi^Murr /rout hr fore — 

lAtutf poiteexMion — Pt ettuut Ihtrrt rttdturr 

A piiicha-'<*r fioin n piucbuHT at a hale for ain-aisof ( JoviTinnont rovcnuo 
a*, well as a jmf/mlai aro persons who can sue to avoi<l oricMJmbranc<*« or 
innlcr-tciiMrcfi creattsl hmioc the permanant srttlonient. 

It iH not necossaiy tliat <liieet evulerioc shouM he jfivcii to foove (he 
existence of a tenure from before the perniaiicnt Hettleinent in onler^thaL it 
iniglit be protcctfsl from avoul.inee on ac< oun( of sale for arrearn f»f (h)vcrn- 
nicnt revenue. A presumption in favour of ita exiHtenee anwH from (he 
prf)of of (he existence of a tenure for a very lon^ time, say from 1824. 

Ifiirrtfhyr Mtuthhopadh tjn v. Maduh Chunder Jiabtut (\), and PV»r&/vf v. 
Meet' Afahottt<gl Jfoneain (2), rcferrc<I to. 

Appeal by the Defendants IS os. 15 to 21 . 

Suit to recover pos.session of Jynds. 

The facts of the case were as follows An estate was sold 
to D under the provisions of Act XI of 1H59 on the 24th Septcm- 

•Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 2262 of 1906, aKainst the decree of 
TI. Walmsley Ken., Officiating District Judge of Dacca, date*! the 4th. Jiiue 
1906, reversing that of Babu Han Nath Roy, 8ul>ordinate Judge of Dacca, 
dated the 22nd Decern l»er 1905. 

(I) A. I52atl73. (2) (1878) 12 B. L. R. 210at 216 (P.C.) 

[Rec Miffanvnd v. Ban$hi^ 3 C. W. N. 841 — Rep.] 
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ber 1894 ; shortly afterwards in Sraban 1302 (corresponding tc 
July or August 1895), he sold the estate to R. R’s sons, defen 
dants Nos. 69 to 73, created a piitni tenure consisting of th< 
village G in dispute, in favour of defendants Nos. 9 and 65 to 6' 
on the 4th Chaitra 1307 (corresponding to 17th March iqoi] 
Those putnidars failed to pay their rent and the putni was sol 
under the provisions of Regulation VIII of 1819, and bougb 
by the plaintiff on 15th May 1903. The plaintiff as purchase 
took symbolical possession through the Collector, but was unahl 
to obtain actual khas possession of a tenure called Muluk Chan 
Lai Saran Rai. He found that^ a permanent tenure was pi 
forward to bar his possession. Accordingly a suit was brougl 
to recover possession of lands which contained mouza G. It w; 
based on the rights given to auction-purchasers by section 37 
Act XI of 1859. 

The defendants set up a permanent tenure co-extensive wi 
the mouza and existing from before the permanent settlemer 
Issues were raised ; the fifth being : ‘‘ Do the defendants hold tl 
disputed land under the Shikrfii tenure Muluk Chand Lai Sar 
Rai ? And has that tenure existed from the time of the pern 
nent settlement ? ” 

The Subordinate Judge held that the defendants had succec 
cd in making out a case of the existence of the tenancy fn 
before the permanent settlement. The District Judge on app 
came to a different conclusion. After disposing of a cross-app 
preferred by the defendants (us regards a petition for adjou 
ment to enable certain witnesses to attend) he observed 
follo>Vs : — 

“I now come to the plaintiff's appeal against the find 
that the shiktni tenure has been in existence since the time of 
permanent settlement. Here the learned ' Subordinate Ju 
appears to overlook the fact that the burden of proving 
tenure to be a protected tenure is upon the tenure-holders, 
finds that there is clear evidence of the existence of the ta 
from before 1231. This finding is based on an ‘ isantnavishi n 
zawatV submitted to the Collector in that year and in that p; 
the fenure is mentioned by name. It is urged for the appel 
that the statement in that return is not binding oii him. I 
not understand it to be defendant’s contention that the staten 
is an admission which binds the plaintiff but that it affords ^ 
evidence of the existence of the tenure in the year 1*231. 

1231 B. S. corresponds to 1824 A. D. and I can not regard 
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a return as pro\Hng that the return was in existence in 1 7Q3. 
The other documents are later, and do not of themselves help 
the defendants. In the kobala of 1251 the vendor Bejoy sold part 
of the tenure as ancestral property. Bejoy ’s father was Ram 
Krishjia. An old man now eighty years old says that he saw 
Bejoy, but that he never saw Ram Krishna and the inference 
suggested is that Ram Krishna died many years before 1251, 
perhaps even before 1231. But granted that the old man’s 
evidence js quite reliable it only shows that Ram Krishna was 
not alive in say 1240. There is only vague hearsay evidence to 
show that Muluk Chand and f.al Saran were the progenitors of 
Bejoy. I cannot regard this evidence as sufficient to bridge the 
gulf between 1824, the year of iht isamnavisi mouzawari, 

1703, the year of the permanent settlement. In saying ‘ when 
there is no contrary evidence I am not willing to reject it as 
quite unreliable/ the learned Subordinate Judge appears to be 
forgetting where the otins lies. 

I am unable to hold that the defendants have made out 

that their tenure is a protected tenure The result is that I 

dismiss the defendants’ cross-appeal and decree the plaintiff s 
appeal against the contesting defendants, and cx parte against 
the other defendants, e.xcept Nos. 63 and 64 with whom a com- 
promise was effected.” • 

Bahns Jogesh Chunder A’ov and Btraj Mohun Alojumdar 
(for Babn Jnanendra Nath Bnsc ) for the Appellants. 

The Advocate- General ( HoiTble Mr. S. P , Stnha ) and Babtt 
Harendra Narayan Afitra ( for Babu Basanta Gootnar Bose ) for 
the Respondent. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Mitra J.— The.plaintiff has been found to occupy the posi- 
tion of a purchaser under a sale for arrears of Government 
Revenue of an entire estate and he has, under section 37 of 
Act XI of 1859, the right to avoid encumbrances or under-tenures 
created since the permanent settlement. The contention raised 
by the defendants appellants that he had not such a position 
cannot be entertained. A purchaser from a purchaser at sale 
for arrears of Government Revenue as well as a putnidar have 
been held to be persons who could sue to avoid encumbrances 
or under*tenures. We are not disposed to go against this view 
in the presence of authorities. 

The main question is whether the defendants succeeded in 
proving that the tenure held by them existed from before the 
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time of the permanent settlement. Th£ Subordinate Judge was 
of opinion that they had succeeded in making out a case of the 
existence of the tenancy from before the permanent settlement. 

The learned District Judge, on appeal, has come to a different 
conclusion. He has found the following facts, namelyv that 
the tenure must have existed in the year 1824 and that the 
tenure was hdd by the defendants and their predecessors at least 
from 1824. But, he says that he cannot from ^hat fact alone come 
to the conclusion that the tenure was in existence in 1793. Rea- 
ding his judgment, it appears to us that he did not apply his 
mind to the presumption which might arise in such cases. He 
was evidently of opinion that direct evidence must be given to 
prove the existence of a tenure from before the permanent, settle- 
ment in order that it might be protected from avoidance on 
account of sale for arrears of Government revenue. He no- 
where in his judgment refers to the presumption which might 
arise from proof of the existence of a tenure for a very long time. 

In A. G. I^ordes v. Afrer Mahomed Ilos^ein (i) which was 
a case of the avoidance of a 'tenure by an auction-purchaser at a 
sale for arrears of revenue, their Lordships of the Judicial Com- 
mittee observed: — ‘‘The presumption in favour of an auction- 
purchaser is based upon the principle that every bigha of land 
is bound to pay and contribute to the public revenue, unless it 
can be brought within certain known and specified exceptions, 
arid that the right of the zemindar to enhance rent is also 
presumable until the contrary is*- shown. Accordingly, in many 
cases, which may be found in the books, a very heavy burden 
of pt oof has been placed upon the defendants, whose tenures 
have been questioned by auction-purchasers ; and they have had 
to prove, in circumstances of great difficulty, that their tenure did 
really exist at the date of the perpetual settlement or even twelve 
years before, in order to escape the consequences oL the claim.” 
Then their Lordships added : “ It is, however, to be observed that 
the course of modern legisliition and also of modern decision, 
has, if not in the case of lakhiraj lands, at least in the case of 
under-tenants, to a considerable degree modified the rules laid 
dowu in the earlier cases, by giving force to the contrary pre- 
sumptions arising from proof of long and undisturbed possession.’’ 
In the case of lakhiraj tenures, it was observed by the Judicial 
Committee in Hnrryhut Mookhopadhya v. Maduh Chuuder 
Baboo (2), “ Nor is it, in their Lordship’s opinion, to be regretted 
(1) <1878) J2 n. L. R. 210 iP.C,) at 215. C2 j (1871) 14 M. I. A. 152 at 178. 
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if, in such cases, effect is given to those presumptions arising from 
long and uninterrupted possession, which were heretofore excluded 
only by the exceptional procedure applied to resumption suits 
under the Regulations, which have now been decided to be 
inapplicable to suits of this nature, and relieving defendants from 
a burthen which every year made it more diOicult .to support.” 
In fact, the legislature found even in the year 1825 that it was 
necessary to give effect to a contrary presumption arising frgm 
long pos^jgssion. That wouM appear from Regulation XIV^ passed 
in that year. The learned Disliict Judge shouhl have consj^dered 
whether, having regaid to the other l.icts of the case and the 
proof of the cxistenee of the tenure in 1H24, he could, as a Judge 
of fact^, come to tlie coiKlusion that the tenure had qxisted from 
before the permanent settlement 

We are, therefore, of opinion that this case should go back 
to the learned Distriet Judge in oidei that he may reconsider his 
judgment with reference to the obseivations made by us. 

Costs will abide the result. ^ 

A. T. M. Appeal licit ced , case remanded. 
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wt anulo, the period of liinitafion is three years fioni the time when the 
profits were roceivid 

By the idauw “ wii jn* the p’aintilT has hceii dinposKCKHPil by a dtorce 
afterwards s^t asnlo on app'.il, when he recovers possession” In the thin! 
column of article loa, tlie I^i'i^islatuic limits the conditions under which the 
ordinary rule of three ^ears may l>e extended 

The clause “\Nhen the profits are rec<^\ed *’ in the third column of article 
109 means “ when the profits arc actually received ” 

Dhunpnt Singh v. Saranwati Minrain (1), explained. 

Krishnanand v. Kuntcar Pci tab JVaratn Singh {2), rcferreel to. ^ 

• Appeal from Appillate Decree No. 1480 of 19^)6 prefcrrc’d on the 20th 
August 1906, against the decree of S B Chowdbry Ksfj , District ^odge, 
Hughly, date^l the 22nd 3Iay 1906, affirming that of Babu Dinanath Sarkar, 
Subordinate Judge, Hugbly, dated 3l8t May 1905. 

(I) (I89t) I. li B. 19 Calo. 267. (2) (1884) I L. B. 10 ^alo. 785 (P. C.) 

[See N, H. Holloway ▼. Onne*hwar Singh (1905) 3 C. L, J. 182, where the 
oontrary view appears to have been taken]. 
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CIVIL. Appeal by the Defendant No. 1 . 

W8. The plaintiff was the owner of a putni mehal under the 

►eaiy JJohun Roy Maharaja of Burdwan. The mehal was sold under Regulation 
thelaram Sarkar arrears of rent for the year 1306 and was pur- 

chased by the first defendant on the i8th May 1900 and he 

afterwards transferred it to his wife, the second defendant. The 
plaintiff instituted a suit for setting aside^ the putni sale and 
obtained a decree for possession on the 27th February 1901. He 
took possession on the nth September 1901. The aefendants 
were^-in possession of the property from i8th May 1901 to nth 
September 1901. The present suit for mesne profits was institu- 
ted by the plaintiff on the 6th April 1904. 

The question argued in all the Courts was whether the 
‘ claim for mesne profits for the period before three years of the 
institution of the suit, that is, the period from i8th May 190c 
to 5th April 1901 was barred by limitation. 

Both the lower Courts were of opinion that Art. 120 of the 
second schedule of the Limitation Act applied to the case anc 
not Art. 109 of the same schedule as contended for by the defen 
dants. 

The defendant No. i preferred this second appeal. The 
plaintiff was the respondent No. i and the defendant No. 2 was 
the respondent No, 2. 

^ Dr, Rash Behary Ghosh (with him Babu Hari Charai 
Sarkhel) for the Appellant. 

When no other article is applicable to a case, then only th< 
aid of Art. 120 is to be invoked. Art. 109 is an express provisior 
for suits for mesne profits. The words “ wrongfully received’ 
in the first column of Art. 109 do not mean ‘‘ dishonestl} 
received.” Surely my client did not rightfully receive th< 
profits. The plaintiff is on the horns of a dilem^ia. If m^ 
client did not wrongfully receive the profits, then there is n< 
cause of action and the whole claim fails. If the reception i 
wrongful, the suit cannot but come under Art. 109. Legislatur 
provides for dispossession in execution of a decree. If the lowe 
Court is right, the last clause in the third column of Art. 109 ha 
no meaning. 

-Byfnath Pershad v. Badhoo Singh {i) Krishnanand \ 
Kunwar Per tab Nat am Singh (2) referred to. 

You cannot extend limitation by analogy. Refers to Mitra’ 


(1) (1868) 10 W. R. 486. (2j (1884) I L. R. 10 Oalo 78.5, (P. C.) at 79< 
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Limitation pages 925 and 926. Hard cases have a well-known 
tendency. They are a source of good deal of bad law. 

Dhunput Singh v. Saraswati Misrain (i), has no bearing to 
the facts of the present case. 

IBabu Nilmadhub Bose (with him Babu Snrendra Nath 
Gnha) for the Respondent No. i. 

The word “ wrongfully ” in the first column of Art 109 
means “ dishonestly It means ‘‘ morally wrongful.” • 

Babm Atul Krishna Roy for the Respondent No. 2. 

The judgment of the Courfc.was delivered by • 

Mitra J. — The plaintiff was the owner of a pnhti^ mehal 
under the Moharaja of Burdwan. The mehal was sold under 
Regulation VIII of 1819 for arrears of rent for the year 1306 and 
was purchased by the first defendant. The sale took place on the 
18th May 1900. Afterwards, the first defendant transferred the 
property to the second defendant, his wife. The plaintiff institu- 
ted a suit (No. 64 of 1900) for setting aside the pntui sale and 
obtained a decree for possession on the 27th February 1901. He 
took possession on the nth September 1901. During the period 
between the 18th May 1900 and the nth September 190L the 
defendants, or either of them, were in possession of the pntm 
property. The plaintiff instituted the present suit for mesne 
profits for the period that •the defendants were in possession, 
namely, from iSth May 1900 to nth September 1901. 

It is admitted that the claim ^or the amount, if any, recover- 
ed by the defendants or either of them within three years of 
6th April 1904 (the date of the institution of the suit) U not 
barred by limitation. 

The question argued in the lower Courts and also before us 
is whether the claim^for mesne profits for the period before three 
years of the institution of the suit, i, c. the period from i8th 
May 1900 to 5th April 1901 is barred by limitation. The lower 
Courts were of opinion that Art. 120 of the second schedule of 
the Limitation Act applied to the case and not Art. 109 of the 
same schedule, as contended for by the defendants. In support 
of the view which the lower Courts took, they relied on^the 
decision of this Court in Dhunput Singh v. Saraswati Misrain {1). 
That was, however, a case not for mesne profits but for »ent 
and the question raised in it was whether the plaintiff who was 
the landlo rjl and, was in possession, having himself purchased 
at the sale under the putni Regulation, could sue for rent for thi 


Civil.' 

1908 ; 

Peary Mohun Uoy 
Khelaram Sarkar. 


( 1 ) ( 1891 ) 1. L. B. 19 Cdlo. 287 . 
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period during which he was in possession. The answer jfiis that 
the plaintiff was not a trespasser within the meaning- of the rule 
that a landlord who causes trespass on the land of his tenant is 
not entitled to rent for the period of his trespass. All that the 
Court held in that case was that it v/as not a trespass of that 
kind, that the case was distinguishable and that the plaintiff 
would be entitled to recover rent after giving credit for the 
anvount, if any, that he actually recovered from the tenants in 
occupation. 

Art. 109 of the second Schedule of the Limitation Act is 
clear in its terms. It relates to ‘the profits of immovable pro- 
perty belonging to the plaintiff which have been wrongfully 
received by^the defendant. In the present case, there can be 
no doubt that the defendants or either of them wrongfully re- 
ceived profits which were actually receivable by the plaintiff but 
for the illegal putni sale which was afterwards set aside. The 
period of limitation is three years and it runs from the time 
when the profits were received. No question arises on the 
words of the article when the cause of action arose. The words 
‘‘cause of action” are not used. That the view we take is correct 
is clear from the words which follow, in the third column namely, 
“ where the plaintiff has been dispossessed by a decree afterwards 
set aside on appeal, when he recovers possession.” The legis- 
lature limits the conditions under which the period of three 
years may be extended. If a person takes possession in execu- 
tion of his decree and the defendant afterwards succeeds in get- 
ting the decree of the first Court set aside on appeal and then 
retalies possession, his right to sue for mesne profits accrues from 
the date when he gets a decree from the appellate Court. That 
case is excepted from the ordinary rule. No other case is excep- 
ted. We must, therefore, construe the wordra “ when the profits 
are received” as meaning when the profits are actually received. 
We do not see our way of getting over a construction which is 
patent from the words used in Art 109. Art. 120 does not, there- 
fore, apply but Art 109 is clearly applicable. 

In Krishnanund v. Kunwar Per tab Narain Singh (i), a 
contention similar to the one before us was raised before the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. It was contended that, 
when the settlement officer gave possession to a person, the 
possession was not that of a trespasser and it was not wrongful 
within the meaning of Art 109, The Judicial Commitde observed 
(X) (1884) 1 L. R. 10 Calc. 786, (P. C.) 
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quotingf^he words of Art. 109, that the argument could not 
be supported and the point was practically abandoned by the 
learned Counsel who argued the case. We are, therefore, of 
opinion that the decree of the lower appellate Court should 
be set aside. 

But then remains the question whether we should remand 
the case for a finding as to the amount payable by the defendants 
to the plaintiff for tlie period between the 6th April 1901 and 
the 1 1 th» September 1901. It appears from the commissioner’s 
report that the sum of Rs. 377-7-8 was realized by one Jac^b as 
gomastha of the defendants for the period from Falgun 1307 to 
31st Sraban 1308. It does not appear that the defendants or 
any of them realized any further sum. The liability of the 
defendants would be less than the sum of Rs. 377-7-8. But the 
learned Counsel for the defendants has no objection to a decree 
being passed in favour of the plaintiff for this sum preferring it 
to the harassment of a continuation of the litigation for a smaller 
amount. We, therefore, direct that, in lieu of the decree passed 
by the lower appellate Court, a decree be entered in favour of 
the plaintiff for the sum of Rs. 377-7-8. We direct that the 
appellant do get the costs of this appeal as well as •the costs 
incurred by him in the lower Courts in proportion to the claim 
dismissed. • 

Decree modified. 
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Declaration^ right to — JRightH in property affected — Subsequent conduct of 
* defaulter. 

Where one of the shareholders of a property purported to mortgage the 
whole estate, 

Held^ the other shareholders ha<l a right to the declaration that the 
defendant could not alienate their sha*re, and this, notwithstanding that 
subsequently to the suit the defaulter had paid off the mortgage debt. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit for a declaration. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment. 
Babu Dwarka Nath Mitter for the Appellants. 

Babu Shorashi Charan Mitra for the Respondent. 

• Appeal from Original Pecree No. 131 of 1906,^ agi^inst the decision, of 
•C*. N. Roy Esq, Officiating District Judge of Dinajpore -dated the ^rd 
January 1906. 
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The following judgment was delivered : — ^ 

The plaintiffs^ and defendants in the present suit with the 
exception of defendant No. i, are the descendants of one 
Ethaloo Mandal. The plaintiffs claimed to be entitled to certain 
shares in a 3 annas 8 gundas share, which Ethaloo had m a 
zemindari called Dipkhanda and also certain shares in the whole 
of a putni called Darail Hat which also belonged to Ethaloo. 

The case for the plaintiffs was that defendant No. 2, who, 
as one of the descendants of Ethaloo, had also a share in the 
zemindari and a share in the putni left by him, on the ist 
Agrahan 1 306 (f. November 1899) executed a mortgage deed 
in favour of defendant No. i, by which he hypothecated a 3 annas 
8 gundas share in the zemindari and an 8 annas share m the 
putni as security for the mortgage loan. The plaintiffs’ allegation 
was that this mortgage was executed without their knowledge 
and that they were only informed that such a transaction had 
taken place when on the i8th April 1904, a proclamation of sale 
of the mortgaged properties was published. 

It seems that defendant No. i brought a suit on the mortgage 
to recover his debt and obtained a decree, and in execution of 
the decree he applied that the mortgaged properties should be 
sold. The plaintiffs on receiving intimation that their properties 
were to be sold on the 6th June 1904 in satisfaction of the 
mortgage debt, instituted the present suit on the 21st May 1904. 
In this suit they sought to have it declared that they were 
entitled to certain shares in the-i zemindari and putni dind for an 
adjudication that the defendant No. 2 had no right to mortgage 
to defendant No. i, their shares amounting to i anna 15 gundas 
I krant in the zemindari and 5 annas 14 gundas 2 krants in the 
putni and that the shares were not liable to be sold in execution 
of the decree obtained by defendant No, i, and for an injunction 
restraining defendant No. i from selling the shares in execution 
of the decree. 

It appears that after the institution of this suit and the issue 
of a temporary injunction restraining defendant No. i from 
selling the shares of the plaintiffs in execution of the mortgage 
decr^, that the defendant No. i put up the shares of defendant 
No. 2 for sale and himself purchased them. Thereafter defendant 
No. 2 paid up the full amount of the debt due on the mortgage 
and the Court set aside the sale. When this suit came on for 
hearing before the District Judge the defence that was taken was 
that as subsequent to the institution of the suit the mortgage 
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debt hadjlicen paid off and there was no risk of the sale of the 
shares of the plaintiffs in execution of the decree, therefore the 
plaintiffs were not entitled to obtain any relief in the suit. 

The District Judge accepted that contention and held that 
the syit of the plaintiffs coul<J not proceed further and dismissed 
it. At the same time the judge passed an order directing that 
the plaintiffs should recover the full costs from defendant No. 2 
on the finding that the defendants had fraudulently included the 
shares of the plaintiffs in the mortgage executed by him. 

The plaintiffs have appealed and the only question urged 
before us is whether the District 5 udge is right in the view which 
he has taken that the plaintiffs were not entitled to the relief 
which they sought namely for a decree declaring their title to 
the shares which they claimed in the zemindari and putni. 

After hearing the learned vakils on both sides we are of 
opinion that the learned District Judge was not right in the view 
which he took. No doubt, the plaintiffs in the plaint have 
stated that their cause of action for the suit arose on the 
1 8th April 1904 when they becam8 aware that their properties 
were notified for sale in execution of the mortgage decree. But 
in fact the cause of action against defendant No. 2 appears to 
have arisen when that defendant in November 1899 infringed the 
rights which the plaintiffs ^claimed in the properties by mortgag- 
ing their shares together with his own share, as being his own 
properties, to defendant No. i. The subsequent suit and the sale 
in satisfaction of the decree wer<» in consequence arising out of 
the original act of the defendant by which he infringed the right 
of the plaintiffs. We are unable to agree with the learned District 
Judge that after the discharge of the mortgage debt by defen- 
dant No. 2 after the institution of the present suit, the plaintiffs 
lost all rights to the declaratory decree which they claimed on 
the ground«that the defendant No. 2 had fraudulently dealt with 
their properties in infringement of their title. 

We think, therefore, that the judgment and decree of the 
District Judge by which he dismissed the suit on the preliminary 
point cannot be maintained ; that ground being that as the 
mortgage debt was paid off, therefore the plaintiffs were entitled 
to no other* relief. We do not think that that view is correct 
and we hold that the act of defendant No. 2 having been an act 
in infringement of the rights claimed by the plaintiffs in the 
zemindari* and putniy the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree 
declaring their rights to their shares in the zemindari and putni 
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so as to protect their rights from any future infringerii^t by the 
defendants. 

We therefore set aside the judgment and decree of the lower 
Court and direct that the case be sent back to that Court for 
trial on the merits and for determination of what shares in the 
zemindari and putni the plaintiffs are entitled to, and after 
ascertaining those facts for passing a declaratory decree in favour 
o( the plaintiffs. 

Costs will abide the result, the hearing fee in this appeal 
being assessed at five gold mohurs. 

N. K. B. Appeal alloived ; case remanded, 

Bepore Mr. Justice Stephen and Mr. Justice Holtnwoqd, 
DHARANI KANTA LAHIRI CHAUDHURI 


1908. 
July^ 14. 


V, 

SHIBA SUNDARI DEBYA and othkrs.* 

Grunt — Construction of — Forfeiture — Bight of rC'Cntrij. 

T granted a miras talvq to his widowed daughter at a rent, for her life, and 
on her death, to hei adopted son, if she adopted one, for life, and after him to 
his sons, grandsons by right of mheiitanoe, in the male line, but without 
any power of alienating the property. In case the grantee adopted no son or 
her adopted son died without any heir in the male line the property was to 
revert to the grantor or his representative. It was also piovided that the 
property could not be attached or sold for any debt incurred by the grantee or 
her adopted son, grandson vVo, In case of attachment or sale, it would be void 
and the property would come into the Mas possession of the grantor or his 
representative : * 

Ueld^ the grant did not create an absolute estate in the daughter. At 
the same time the grantor had no right to re-enter in case of a voluntary 
alienation. That right was limited to case of attachment or sale. 

When therefore the grantee made a gift of the property to her adopted son, 

Held^ the gift was void, but the giantor or his representative could not 
obtain Mas possession of the property. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for possession after declaration of forfeiture. 

The facts and circumstances appear sufficiently from the 
judgment. 

Mr. S, P. Sink a ( Advocate- General ) and Bahus Jogesh 
Chcridra Roy and Rajendra Chandra Gtiha for the Appellant. 

Bahus Dwarkanath Chakravarti and Mohini Mohun Chattcr- 
^ee for the Respondents. 

c. A. V. 

• Appeal from Original Decree No. 95 of 1906 against the decision of Babi 
Ananda Nath Majnmaar, Subordinate Judge of Mymensingh, dated the 22n< 
November 1906. - ' . 
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The ipignieut of the Court was as follows : — 

Stephen J. — The facts of this case are as follows. In 1874 
one Tariui Kanta Lahiri Chaudhuri granted a miras taluk to his 
widowed' daughter Srimati Shiba Sundari Debya at a rent of 
Rs. 77^ The demise was to her for life ; on her death to her 
adopted son, if she adopted one, for life, on his death “to his 
sons, grandsons &c.,” by right of inheritance in the male line, 
without any power, of disposing of the property at will, by gift, 
sale &c. If the grantee did not adopt a son, or if she adopted, 
and the son died without any son, grandson &c., the property 
was to revert to the grantor or kis representative. It wa^ also 
provided that “ the said property can not be attached or sold for 
any deljt incurred by you or by your adopted son or grandson 
&c.” If it be attached or sold (this seems a correcter’translation 
than the oflicial one) it (/, r. this grant) will at once become null 
and void, and the propeity will come into khas possession of 
one or all of my representatives.” What happened was that Tarini 
adopted a son Dwigenrda Nath Sanyal, defendant No. 2, a fact 
that was disputed in the lower C«urt, but was not called in 
question before us, and made a gift of the land to him by a deed 
dated the 7th September 1901, reciting that he was taking care 
of her, and that she was far advanced in years and not sufficiently 
strong to manage and protect the properties and therefore inten- 
ded to pass her days in devotion 

The plaintiff is the legal representative of Tarini Kanta aYid 
sues to have it declared that the conveyance of defendant No. i 
to defendant No. 2 is invalid, and for possession of the property 
on the ground that the conveyance has operated as a forfeiture. 
The lower Court has declared the alienation in favour of defen- 
danl No. 2. invalid as against the plaintiff ; but has dismissed the 
suit so far as the daim for possession and consequential relief is 
concerned. . 

Against this decision the plaintiff has appealed and the only 
question that has been raised before us is whether under the 
terms of Tarini’s pattah to Defendant No. i, the property reverts 
to the plaintiff as Tarini’s representative. The lower Court, it 
IS true, held that the prayer for ejectment might be conside^ied to 
be time-barred under Art. I of schedule III of the Bengal Tenan- 
. cy Act by force of section 184 of the Act. No doubt* this 
[ might apply if the plaintiff had any remedy by ejectment in res- 
pect of the breach of the grantee’s covenant not voluntarily to 
^Uenate, but in the view we take there is no right of ejectment 


m 
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at all, only a right of re-entry in the event of the grantee being 
ejected by other persons. Besides the plaintiff seeks to eject the 
adopted son with whom he has no contract and not the grantee. 

As to the effect of Tarini’s potta of 1874 the effect of which 
is reproduced in the kabulyat of defendant No. i of the same* date, 
we find that the words of inheritance contained in the grant do 
not create an absolute estate in favour of the grantee. The natural 
heirs of defendant No. i and the female heirs of defendant No. 2 are 
both excluded ; if the defendant No. i did not adopt a*son, or if 
she adopted a son and he predeceased her without having a son, 
grandson &c., she took only a life estate ; and if the property 
was attached or sold while in No. I’s hands at any rate, the pro- 
perty reverted to the grantor and his representatives. These 
provisions were ample to prevent the creation of an absolute 
estate in favour of No i. We must hold therefore that No. i 
took a life estate with a reversion to her adopted son and others ; 
and the question is whether this estate has been forfeited so as to 
entitle the plaintiff to re-enter. 

Now the only right of re-entry expressly mentioned in the 
pottah is conferred by the provisions to which we have referred, 
which according to the terms of the pottah as translated, and 
still more the same terms as we consider they should be trans- 
lated, seems to refer only to the property being attached or 
sold for debt. But it is argued on behalf of the plaintiff appel- 
lant, that if we consider the whole scope and purpose of the 
transaction in question the provision against voluntary alienation 
was a condition of the grant, and not a mere covenant. The 
pottah was dated before the commencement of the Transfer of 
Property Act 1882 ; but the appellant contends that in looking 
at the purpose of the grant we should act on the principles laid 
down in sections 1 1 and 1 1 1 of that Act, after having come to 
the conclusion on the facts of the case that the grantor intended 
to retain a right of the re-entry on a breach of the restriction 
against voluntary alienation. The main purpose of the grantor 
was it is admitted to provide for the maintenance of his daughter 
for her life, with a remainder to her adopted son. To effect this 
he not only made any alienation by her void, but intended to^ 
make it confer a right of re-entry on himself, so that though she 
might be bound by it, he would still have the power to recover 
the property for her use if he so saw fit. To us the facts seem 
to point the other way. An alienation by the grantee was made 
void which in itself probably provides a better protection of th^ 
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grantee’s interest than would be afforded by the re-entry of the 
grantor or his representatives ; but it was only in the case of 
an involuntary sale in execution of a decree and so on that a 
re-entry was provided for ; and then only because it would be 
better for the grantee that the property should go to a member 
of her family than to a creditor. 

The constructioji of the pottah must of course be determined 
without reference to subsequent events : but it is obvious that 
if the plaintiff succeeds in establishing his right to re-entry, the 
purpose for which the pottah wai created will be defeated, •while 
if he fails it will be exactly carried out, as defendant No, i is at 
present^ maintained by defendant No, 2 and she conveyed the 
property to him after having held it herself for twenty seven 
years because of the infirmities of old age. This fact has led the 
advocate for the respondent to suggest that the alienation by 
defendant No. i to defendant No. 2 is good in view of the right 
of a Hindu widow to surrender her estate to the reversioner as 
though she had died. • 

In this case however the defendant No. i neither held nor 
transferred the property as a Hindu widow and we know of no 
ground for extending the principle in question to a lessee. 

The alienation by defendant No. i to defendant No. 2 being 
directly contrary to the provisions of the pottah we agree with 
the lower Court in holding that the transfer was bad. But we cdn- 
sider that the breach of the provisions can not operate as a forfei- 
ture. The result is that the appeal is dismissed with costs. 

There is a cross appeal against the decision of the lower 
Court in so far as it declares the transfer by defendant No. i to 
defendant No. 2 to be invalid, as against the plaintiff. From 
what we have said in the judgment on the appeal, the cioss 
appeal musU also be dismissed. We make no order as to costs in 
this. 
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Before Mr. Justice Mitra and Mr. Justice Bell. 

RIVERS STEAM NAVIGATION Co. Ltd., . 

V. 

KASHI PRASAD and another. * 

Commo}i Carr let's Act ( III iff 1S66 amended hij Act of 1S99, See 10 — Steam • 
ship Compatitj and It nlway Company -^Notice before suit, ^ 

Section 10 of the Common Carriers Act as amended by Act X of 1899 
place(l a Steamship Company in the same position as a railway, and make it 
obligatory upon a person wanting to sue a Steamer Company to give notice of 
such suit within the time mentioned in the section. 

Rule obtained by the Defendant. ^ 

Suit for damages. 

The facts necessary for this report appear from the judgment. 
Babu Manmatha Nath Mukhcrji for the Petitioner. 

No one for the Opposite Party. 

The following judgment' was delivered ; — 

Mitra J. — This is a Rule issued on the opposite party, the 
plaintiff in the case, to show cause why the decree of the lower 
Court complained of in the petition should not be set aside. 
The main ground on which the Rule was issued was that it was 
necessary before the institution of the suit that notice should be 
given as provided by section 2 of Act X of 1899. The common 
carriers Act of 1865 was amended by Act X of 1899 and section 
10 as amended runs thus : — “ No suit shall be instituted against 
a common carrier for the loss or injury to goods entrusted to him 
for carriage unless notice is given to him before the institution of 
the suit and within six months of the time when the loss or 
injury first came to the knowledge of the plaintiff.’’ The lower 
Court seems to think that no notice was necessa'/y because a 
Steam Navigation Company does not stand on the same footing 
as a Railway Company under the Indian Railways Act, 
But the amendment of section 10 of the Common Carriers Act 
puts a Navigation Company in practically the same footing as a 
Railway Company, The notice, therefore, was necessary and the 
only question is was the notice alleged to have been given to 
the' defendant in the case a proper notice. Now, the plaint does 
not say that any notice was given to the petitioner Company. 
An attempt was made to show by evidence that some sort of 

* Civil Rule No. 2131 of 1907 against the decision of Babu Jadunandan 
rrasad, Uunsiff and Small Cause Court Judge, Patna, dated the 17th April 1907. 
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notice was given. The MunsiflT has relied on the statement of a 
witness in the witness box. All that he says is that a letter was 
written to the office of the defendant at Debrughiir. What the 
contents of that letter were, whether it was in proper form or 
not and whether it was addressed to the agent of the petitioner 
Company do not appear. We can not accept the deposition of 
this witness as sufficient to show that the notice was in proper 
form and was really served on the defendant. 

The action, therefore, must fail and we direct that the Rulft 
be made nbsolute and the suit be dismissed with costs. The 
petitioner is entitled to his cos^s in the Court. We assessnhe 
hearing fee at one gold mohur. 

K. B. Rule made absoltiic^ 

^ ‘ APPELLATE CIVIL. 
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Rivers Steim 
Navigation Co , Ld. 

V. 

Kashi Prasad. 
Mitra^ JT, 


Before Mr, Justice Stephen and Mr, Justice Hohmvood. 

UMED ALT 

V. 

ABDUL KAI?IM * 

Application for tune , — ‘ Step in aid of e.rccntion — Prerlouit application 

harred — Notice on judgment 'dehtor — Extojipcl. 

An application for time is not a step in aid of execution and docs not 
present subsequent applications from l)cing barred. 

Kartick V. Jiiggernath (1). iind /lira Lai v. Dwtjn Charon Bone (2), 
followed. , 

A judgment-debtor is not estopped from contending that a previous 
application for execution was barred by fimitation merely because notice had 
been served on him and he did not appear to contest the proceedings. 

Mungul Pershad v. Grija Kant (3), and Norendra v, Bhvpendra* 
distinguished. 

Appeal by the judgment-debtor. 

Application for execution of decree. 

The fact^and arguments appear from the judgment. 

Dr, Priya Nath Sen for the Appellant. 

Moulvie Nuruddin Ahmed for the Respondent. 

f.. A. V. 

The following judgment was delivered : — 

This is an appeal against an order of the District Judge of 
Noakhali affirgiing the order of the Munsiff rejecting flie 

* Appeal from Order No. 627 of 1907 against the decision of Mr. Yusuf 
1^., District Judge of Noakhali, dated the 16th September 1907, affirming 
Pat of Babn Atul Chandra Das Gupta, Munsiff, Sudharam, dated the 5th 
iugust 1907. ^ 

(1) (1899) I |L. R.i 27 Calc 2f5. (3) (1881) I L. R 8 Calc. 61. 

(2) (1906) 3 C. L J. 240 (4) (1896) I. L. R. 23 Calc. 374. 
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appellant judgment debtor’s application for a declaration that 
the decree-holder’s fifth application for execution is barred by 
limitation. 

The dates necessary for a determination of this question are 
given below : first application for execution — 28th November 1901^ 
notice served — 6th, December 1901. Time allowed to dfecree- 
holder — 21st December 1901 ; dismissed for default — 4th January 
1902. Second application — 13th December 190^. Notice served — 24th 
Efecember 1904 ; dismissed for default — 14th February 1905. There 
was a 3rd and 4th petition on the 25th June 1906 and^i4th July 
1 906* respectively which were ^so dismissed for default and the 
present application is dated 9th April 1907. Upon these dates 
as they stand the application of the 13th December 1^04 was 
barred and therefore the subsequent applications would also 
be barred. 

Two grounds were however urged by the decree-holder in 
the lower Courts for holding that the execution was not barred. 
First that the application for time on the 21st December 1901 
was a step in aid of execution ; secondly, that the judgment- 
debtor was estopped by his conduct in not objecting to the 
subsequent execution proceedings of which he got notice. 

The Munsiff held that the first ground was untenable as the 
order for time was not a step in aid of execution, inasmuch 
as it was not shown that the decree-holder had applied either by 
petition or orally for time. 

He however found that thg judgment debtor could not now 
question the validity of the execution case of 1904 inasmuch as 
notice was served upon him and he did not appear to contest the 
execution proceedings. 

On appeal the learned District Judge held that there could 
be no estoppel inasmuch as the rule la^d down in Mungul 
Pershad Ditchit's case (i) did not apply to this case. ^He however 
held that the order of the Court to the decree-holder to take 
steps which was passed on the 21st December 1901 must have 
been based on some applicat’ion of the decree-holder and that as 
his application for time was granted, the order must be taken to 
be a step in aid of execution. He therefore dismissed the 
judgment-debtor’s appeal. The learned Judge does not seem to 
have had before him the authorities in the rulings of this Court 
which have decided that an application for time is not a step in •j 
aid of execution. In the case of Kartick Nath Pandey v. 

(1) ,1881) I. L, B. 8 Calc. 61. 
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Juggemath Ram Atarwari (i) it was held that an application for 
time is not a step in aid of execution and this whether it was 
allowed or disallowed and in a subsequent case of /lira Lai Bose 
V, Dwija Charan Bose (2), this view was approved by Mookerjee J. 
The ground therefore on which the learned Judge has dismissed 
the judgment-debtor’s appeal is unsound and must be set aside. 
But we are asked to restore the MunsifTs finding on the authority 
of the well known case before the Judicial Committee of 
Mungul Pershad Diichit (3). It is only necessary to point put 
that in that case an order for attachment made by the Subordi- 
nate Judge on an application \yhich would otherwise have been 
time-barred was held to operate as a decision that the execution 
was not barred, even though that decision was erroneous, but at 
the same time their Lordships of the Judicial Committee 
declined to differ from the rule laid down by the Full Bench in 
Btsseshur Mnllick v. Maharaja Mahatah Chnndcr (4) in which 
it was held that the mere service of notice on the judgment- 
debtor after the decree was barred was not a proceeding in 
execution merely because the judgment-debtor did not come in 
and oppose it. The case of Mungul Pmhad (3) is therefore 

no authority for the view taken by the learned MunsilT still less 
so in the other case on which he relies viz. the case of Norcndta 
Nath Pahan v. Bhupcndra Narain Roy (5), inasmuch as in that 
case four valid grounds for saving hmitatian were established 
namely («) an acknowledgment of liability, (li) a deposit of process 
fees for sale proclamation, (c) the registration of the applica- 
tion and attachment ordered thereon, [d) the minority of the 
decree-holder. 

We are, therefore, of opinion that both the grounds urged 
by the respondent in this case fail and that the appeal must be 
decreed, but under the circumstances without costs. 

Appeal allowed, 

(1) (1899) I. L. R. 27 Calc. 285 

(2) (1905) 3 C L. J. 240 at 246. 

(3) (1881) I. L. U. 8 Calc 51. (4) (1808) 10 VV. R. V, 13, 8. 

(5) (1895) 1. L R. 23 Calc. 374. 
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Before Mr. justice Fletcher. 

SATISH CHANDRA MULLICK 

V. * ' 

ASHRUFFUDIN AHMAD and others.* 

Mutwalli^ wJietJfer Inf amt can he apjyointed — Wauer — Ctcil Procednre Code 

^ {XIV of 1882)^ Sec. i4{a), leave under. 

The power to appoint a nivticalh is a power in the nature of a tc^ubt. The 
pow’cr to appoint a new mintwalli stands on the same ground as the power to 
appoint new trustees in England. “ 

A person who is below the age of puberty cannot be appointed nmtioalh, 
Piran v. Ahdnl Kanin (1) followed. ^ 

In a suit by a purchaser for a declaratory decree where a maKf is set up by 
the defendant who claims the land as the nmlicalli but fails to establish his 
title, if the plaintiff has made out a prinia facie title, he is entitled to a decla- 
ration of his title and an injunction. Tmad Arif v. Mahomed G hon.'^ {2 
followed. 

Section 44(rt) of the Civil Pi oecdure Code substantially follows one of the 
rules (0. XVIII, r 2) of the Supreme Court in England and was intended for 
the protection of the defendant. The defendant may by his conduct waive 
the benefit of that rule. 

Lloyd V. Great Weatein t^e. Dairten Co. Ld. (.3) followed. 

This was Ja suit by the plaintiff for a declaration of his title 
to certain lands which had been encroached upon by a prede- 
cessor in title of one of the defendants. The plaint also contained 
a prayer for “ a decree ordering the defendants to give up vacant 
possession of the land to the plaintiff and to pay mesne profits 
&c.” There were three defendants. The plaintiff claimed his 
title through the second defendant who was the wife of the first 
defendant. The third defendant who was an infant daughter of 
the other two defendants contended that tjie land in suit was 
a part of a zvakf property of which she was a mniwallu There 
had been some litigation between the parties but the facts 
necessar}’ for this report are set out in the judgment. 

Mr. B, C. Mi tier (with Mr. A. for the plaintiff. — 

The real question before the Court is whether the third defen- 
dant can claim the land as a mutwalli. She is admittedly a 
minor Snd as such her appointment as mutwalli^ even if made, 
could ,not have been a valid appointment. See Piran v. Abdul 
♦ 0, C. No 287 of 1907. 

(1) (1891) I L. R. 19 Calc. 203, (219, 220). , 

(2) (1892) I. L. R. 20 Calc. 834, P. C, 

(3) (1907) 28 T. L R. 670 C. A. 
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Karim (i). See also Amir All’s Mahomedan Law V’^ol. I, p, 350. 
The plaintiff is entitled to a declaratory decree, see Ismail Arifi 
V. Mahomed Ghous (2). 

Mr. C. R. Das ( with him Mr, C, C, Ghose ) for the infant 

• • 

defendant. — The plaint does not disclose a cause of action. We 
are entitled to know the date of the cause of action, see section 50, 
Civil Procedure C(^de, Ram Ptosad v. Satin Dassie (3) ; the 
suit is not maintainable as the boundaries are not given, Mohanfad 
Ismail w.^Lalla Dhundhar (4). The suit is for recovery of land, 
see the prayer in the plaint. tSee Glcdhill v. Hunter (5).’ The 
onus is on the plaintiff to prove possession within the period of 
limitation, Gossain Dasw Scjoo Kooman (6), Maharajah KaoTvar 
Babu Nitrasar Singh v. Babti Amanda Lai Singh (j)* fogend/a 
Nath Rai v. Baldev Da^ Matwari (8). The suit is barred by 
limitation, see Shaikh Idrns v. Abdnl Rohimnn (9), Jnggntmohtncc 
V. Sokhee Moni (10). No leave under Rule {a) of section 4s, 
Civil Procedure Code, was obtained and therefore the suit is not 
maintainable. Dhondiba KriAinaji \». Ram Chandra (ii), Mania v. 
Gnlzar Singh (12), Kn^hna Ram v Rakmtni Sewak (13) , the 
former decree was an exparte one and should not be held to act 
as res judicata. Madhu Sudan Saha v. Brae (14), Gang a Ram v. 
Khem Narain (15), Gobtnd Chnnder Addya v. Afzal Rnhbani (16). 

The judgment was as follows : — 

Fletcher J. — This is a suit brought by a person to establish 
his title to a piece of land against the three defendants. 

The way the title to this property arises is as follows 

In certain partition proceedings had in this Court the 
defendant Hingun Bibee was allotted a plot of land which is 
marked B on the plan annexed to the plaint and it is in respect 
of the encroachment on this plot that this suit is brought. 

It is hardly necessary for me to go fully into the details of 
the plaintiff’s title but it will be sufficient to say that he claims 
through the defendant Hingun* Bibee. His title arises by 
purchase in execution of a mortgage decree against Hingun 

Bibee of the plot which was allotted in the partition proceedings. 

• 

(1) (1891) I.L, E. 19 Calc. 203, (219, 220). 

(2) (18921 I. L. E. 20 Calc. 834, P. C. (839, 842). 

(3) (1902) 6 C. W. N. 586. (8l (19071 6 C. L. J. 736. 

<4) (1876 ) 25 W. B. 39. (9) (1891) I. L. B 16 Bom. 303. 

(5) (1880) 14 Ch. D. 492, (50J). (10) (1871) 10 B. L. B. 19 P. C, 

(6) (1879) 19 W. B. 192, 193. (11) (1881) I. h. B. 6 Bom. 664 

(7) (1860) 8 M. I. A. 199, 213, P. C. (12) (1893) I. L. B. 16 All. 130. 

113) (1887) I, L. E. 9 All. 221. 

(14) (1880) 1. L. B. 16 Calc. 800 K. B . (304). 

(16J (I860} 11 W. B. 260. (16) (1882) I. L, B. 9 Calc. 426. 
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The other two defendants are her husband and her infant 
daughter aged 9 years. 

The defence to the suit is that the property is wakf 
property having been dedicated to religious purposes by a deed 
of endowment dated the 17th January 1840 and that such 
property was not and could not have been acquired by the 
plaintiff, 

* As against Hingun Bibee and her husband there was much 
previous litigation in this Court on the same issue between the 
parties, and so far as they are ccncerned, they must be taken to 
be bound by the result of the previous litigation. 

Therefore the issue as to whether this property is wahf or 
not, is not open to the first two defendants. 

The only defence that remains to be considered is that taken 
by the infant daughter Mariam Bibee who says she derives her 
powers from a deed by which she was appointed mntwalli of the 
wakf property. It is admitted that Marium Bibee was five years 
of age when she was alleged to be appointed miUwalli in place of 
Hingun who was removed for mal-adminstration of the trust. 
The question is, is that a proper appointment ? The power to 
appoint a mntwalli is a power in the nature of a trust. It has 
to be exercised with due regard to the trust. The power to 
appoint a new muiwalli stands on the same ground as the law in 
appointing new trustees in England. 

On the authority cited by Mr. Mitter viz,^ the decision in the 
case of Pimn v. Abdul Karim (i), it is clear that a person cannot 
be appointed mutwalli who is below the age of puberty. That 
being so, the only question is, is the plaintiff entitled to a 
declaration of his right to this property ? I think there cannot 
be any doubt but that he is entitled to such ? declaration and on 
this point reference may be made to the decision of the Privy 
Council in the case of Ismail Ariff v. Mahomed Ghous (2), which 
is a clear decision on that point, where it was held that in a suit 
by a purchaser for a declaratory decree where a wakf is set up by 
the defendant who claims the land as the mutwalli but fails to 
establish his title, and if the plaintiff has made out a prima facie 
title, he is entitled to a declaration of his title to the land and an 
injunction. 

That being so, it follows in my opinion that the plaintiff is 
entitled to a declaration of title to the piece of land alleged to 
be encroached upon and to an injunction restraining the defen* 
(1) (1891) L L. R, 19 Calo 203 (219). (1) (1892) I L. R. 20 Calc. 83^. 
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dants or any of them from interfering with the plaintiffs rights 
thereto. 

The defendant must pay the costs of the plaintiff on scale 
No. 2 including reserved costs. 

Mr, Doss, — I wish it to be noted that the other points which 
I have urged have not b*een taken into consideration in the 
judgment. 

The Court, — I have listened to them. I will deal with them 
separately if you wish. . • 

It Mbs been urged by Mr, Doss that this suit must fail 
inasmuch as leave under section 44 {a) of the Code has not* been 
taken to the joining of several causes of action. 

That section says that no cause of action shall, unless with 
leave of the Court, be joined with a suit for recover/ of immov- 
able propel ty or to obtain a declaration of title to immovable 
property except in certain specified cases of claim mentioned 
therein. 

It is said in this case that the relief claimed by the plaintiff 
is both recovery of immovable property and a declaration of 
title. Looking at the prayer of the plaint, it would appear to 
me that prima facie leave ought to have been obtained to sue. 
It is said that the claim so far as it relates to recover immov- 
able property has not been made against the person in actual 
possession of the same.* In my opinion section 44 which 
substantially follows one of the Rules of the Supreme Court'in 
England was inserted in the Civil Procedure Code for the 
protection of the defendant and it has been held by Lord Justice 
Fletcher Moulton in the case of Lhyd v. Great Western and 
Metropolitan Dairies Co. Ld. and another (i), that the defen- 
dant may by his conduct waive the benefit of that rule. In my 
opinion the defendant not having taken this objection until 
the trial, has waived any right she may have had to object to 
the suit. In my opinion, therefore, the objection as to the form 
of the action fails. 

As regards the objection on the ground of limitation, I do 
not think it necessary to deal with it separately as symbolical 
possession was delivered to the plaintiff. ^ 

S. c. R. • 

Mr, H, N. Attorney for the Plaintiff. • 

Messrs. B, N, Bose ^ Co.^ — Attorneys for the Defendants. 

• U) (1907)23 T. U. 570. 
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July, 2, 18, 27, 


PROSUNNA KUMAR BOSE 

V. 

SARAT SASHI GHOSE and others^. 

8trU1han, Pitridatta ayavtuha, ^vecpstHion to — AynvtvJia strUlhan — Bayahhaga, 

Chap. IV, Sec. IT^ para. 16 — ‘ Kavya,’’ weammg of — Soos^ or wanned 

davghterK, prcferahle hcirft. 

Per Mrett owl Ahtra JJ. (Coxe J. di.<t.<<pniipnte ). — The F:on«5 «;ncoeed in 
preference to married daughter** to ayavtvlia ^fndhan property rec.f'ived by a 
woman from her father after marriage. 

(» 

The word Kaixya^ in Dayabhaga Chapter IV, section IT paragraph IG is 
eonfinwl tb unmarried daughters alone. 

Bam Copal Bhvitaeharjpe v Naram Chamdra Bavdopadhya (1) followed. 

The Dayabhaga of Jimuta Vilhana is a paramount authority in the Bengal 
School. Other authorities may be followe<l ; if there be any ambiguity in 
Jimuta Vdhana’s text, Snkrishna and Baghu Nandana deserve the greatest 
respect, but their opinions must yield to the authority of Jimuta VahanaT 

Ppr Jireft J. ( Coxe J. dh^entiente ) — The Dayabhaga lays down a general 
law of succession to Ayavtuha atndhan and makes an exception in the case of 
such property received from a father, only to the extent that in the first instance 
unmarried daughter is preferred to the son. 

Per Atxtra /.—The later opinions of Snkrishna and Baghu Nandana which 
are not based on the text of the Dayabhaga ought not to be followed by the 
Courts of Bengal 

. Judoo Nath Sircar v. Baumt Coomar Boy (2) and Copal Cho'ndra Pal v. 
Bam Chandra Pramanik (3) referred to. 

Appeals by the Plaintiffs. 

Suits for tleclaruf ions of title and for recovery of possession. 

The facts of the case appear sufficiently from the judgment 
of Brett J, 

The appeal came on for hearing before Brrtt and Coxe JJ. 
on 3rd and 4th June 1908. 

Mr. B. Chakravertt ( ivith hmt Mr. K. N. Choxvdhuiy and 
Bahus Lhvarka Nath Chakrahutty and Mohini Mohun Chakrabutty) 
for the Appellants. — The only point in this suit is whether the 


* Appeals from Appellate Decrees Nos. 2096, 2441 to 2443 of 190G against 
the decrees of Babii Ananda Nath Majumdar, Subordinate Judge, First Court, 
of Mymensingh, dated the 16th August 1906, reversing those of Babu Syama 
Charan Ukil, Munsiff, Second Court, at Tangail, dated the 27th March 1906. 


(1) (1906) 3 C L. J. 16 (24) ; I. L. B. 33 Calc. 316 (.326). 

(2) (1873) 19 W. R. 264 ; 11 B. L. R. 286. 

(3) (1901) 1 L. R. 28 Calc. 311. 
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married daughter or the son is the preferential heir with regard 
to the property received by a lady from her father after marriage. 
The learned Subordinate Judge is wrong in concluding that 
Dayabhaga is against us. Xhe position of paragraph i6, sec- 
tion II, Chapter IV of Dayabhaga is to be looked at. It is an 
exception to the general rule of succession to ayautuka property 
coming from the father. 

[CoxE J. — Whether ^kauyd stands for daughter]. 

* Kanya ’ stands for daughter when it is used conjunctively 
with putra ; in all other places th^ word is used for daughter. 
Referred to the word in the above paragraph of Dayabhaga. 

is emphatic and suggests that a brother succeeds with the 
maiden daughter in case of ordinary avautuka property. Next 
referred to Prosonna Kumar Tagore’s Dayabhaga with six commen- 
taries, page 148. In every case of the six commentaries with 
the exception of Sriknshna, ^ kanya ’ is used in the sense of damsel 
and not in its generic sense. In dealing with the order ot 
succession in case of yautuka siridltan, Jimuta Vahana goes on to 
discuss on certain conflicting texts and paragraph 16, section 2, 
Chapter IV, is one such. Referred to the summary given in Sri- 
krishna’s Commentary on Dayabhaga at page 260 at the end of 
Chapter IV, section 3, where a son is placed after a maiden 
daughter ; other commentators have gone far astray in discuss- 
ing about the word ' hrahmani^ but have not in any way changed 
the order given by Srikrishna. Referred to Jogendra Siromoni’s 
Hindu Law, 2nd edition, pages 594 to 597. In the earlier edition 
the learned author expressed a doubt on this point but on mature 
consideration he came to the present conclusion, which supports 
his view. He also relied on Ram Gopal Bhuttacharjec v. Naratn 
C hand fa Band(padhya (i). 

The Dayabhaga does not show on the face of it that the 
view taken by the learned Subordinate Judge is right. If that 
view were accepted, paragraph 16 section II Chapter IV would 
be incongruous. 

The authority on which the lower appellate Court relied, 
viz.^ Dayakrama Sangraha of Sriknshna does Inot support bini 
Referred to siction 5 Chapter II of the same. In Ram Gopal 
^ Bhattacharjee v. Naratn Chandra Bandopadhya (i), Mookerjee J. 
pointed out that paragraph 4, section V, Chapter II of Dayakrama 
Sangraha^yfO\x\ 6 . be meaningless, if paragraphs 2 and 3 refer to 
ayautuka property. 

(1) (1906) 3 C. L. J. 16 . I. L. K 33 Calc. 315. 
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Referred to Dayatatwa of Raghu Nandan, paragraphs 17 and 
18 Chapter V. does not refer to paragraph 16 

at all. Any daughter means daughter of any particular class, 
as Brahmin^ Khsatriya and not married or widowed daughter. 

Then referred to Macnaghten^s Principles and Precedents of 
Hindu Law (1829) Vol. I page 39, Strange’s Hindu Law (1835) 
Volume II page 247, and Appendix Chapter XI page 403, accept- 
ing Srifcrishna’s view as expressed in his commentary as the 
correct view; Shama Churn’s Vyavastha Darpana (Edition of 1859) 
Volume II and Dr. Gooroodas Ba^ierjee’s Hindu Law of marriage 
and stridhana^ page 407 and Mayne’s Hindu Law (7th Edition) 
page 900. 

The general rule as to succession to ayautuka property 
applies to all kinds of ayautuka property ; only in the case of 
property the single modification was made and 
that is that the maiden daughter and son do not take together, 
but the former excludes the latter. 


[CoxE J. — In Gopa I Chandra Pal v. Pafn Chandra am anik(\\ 

whether the order as to ayautuka or yautuka was applied .^]. 

The ayautuka was applied as also in the case of Ram Gopal 
Rhuttacharjee v. Narain Chandra Bandopadhya (2), 

Referred 2iho\.o yudoo Nath Sircar v, Bussunt Comnar Roy (3), 
Hurrymohun Shaha v. Shonatun Shaha (4), Gopal Chandra 
Pal V. Ram Chandra Prainanik (i), Ram Gopal Bhutta- 
charjcc v, Narain Chandra Bandopadhya (2). The decision in 
Hurry Mohun Shaha (4), shows that in point of fact there is no 
distinction with regard to the succession to ayautuka stridhana^ 
whether it emanates from the father or from any other person 
except that in the former case the maiden daughter excludes the 
son. In Basanta Kumari Debt v. Kamikshya Kumari Debi (5), 
a passage is to be found with regard to ayautuka stridhnna. It 
was conceded in that case that the ordinary rule of succession to 
ayautuka stridhana applied to the case of ayautuka 

stridhana. 


Dr. Priya Nath Sen ( with Dr. Rash Behary Ghose and 
Babu Akhilbandhu Guha) for the Respondents relied on 

(1) (1901) I. L. R. 28 Calc. 311. 

(2) (1905 ) 3 C. L. J, 15 : I. L. R. 33 Calo. 315. 

(3) (1873) 19 W. R. 264 ; 11 B. L. R. 286. 

(4) (1876) J. L. B. 1 Calc. 275. 

(5) (I9a5) 2 C. L. J. 238 (240) ; 10 C. W. N. 1 (5) ; I. L. R. 33 Calc 23 (27). 
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Dayabhaga, Dayakrama Sangraha, Dayatatwa of Raghu Nandan 
and Jagannath’s Digest. 

According to Dayabhaga the ordinary rule of succession of 
ayautuka stridhana is based upon the interpretation of ‘ Kanya' 
That word does not always mean unmarried daughter with regard 
to stridhana. The special rule is laid down, first daughters, 

and then the son. , In this respect Dayakarama Sangraha and 
Dayatatwa are explicit. The real point at issue is what ‘ JCanyil ’ 
means. * 

[Brett, J. — Where do yod get the order of succession 
amongst the daughters themselves ? This is an exception*to the 
generaUrule and it does not apply at all], 

^ The general rule to which it is an exception does not apply ; 
but the general rule which governs the order of succession 
amongst daughters is not the general rule to which it is an 
exception. 

The guiding principles in determining the order of succession 
in these cases are the instinct of natural affection and the principle 
of compensation ; Mitakshara gives certain physiological grounds. 
Doctrine of spiritual benefit is not the sole guiding principle. 
In para i6, chapter IV, section II, the Dayabhaga applies the 
principles of Mitakshara School in stating that a son and a 
daughter succeed together to ayautuka stridhana. 

‘ Kanya ’ primarily means unmarried daughter but secondarily 
means both married and unmarried daughters. If refers 
to it may mean both married and unmarried daughter and if it 
refers to it may still mean both married and unmarried 

daughter. If meant unmarried daughter only, how could one 
conceive of mentioning her Chapter II, section V of 

Dayakrama Sangraha contained no division of paragraphs in the 
original. Rara 2 and first part of para 3 form part of the same 
sentence with para i. In para 4, Srikrishna was dealing with 
Manu’s texts ; so far as the line of. succession is given, it accords 
with that given for yautuka property. 

“ As in the case of yautuka property ” it is admitted that 
that part can not refer to yautuka property, in as much as similarity 
presupposes ‘difference. Looking to para 4, section V of Daya* 
. ^ krama Sangraha it will be impossible to argue that para 2 does not 
^ refer to the same case as para i referred to. It can not be said 
that para 2 does not refer to property given by father at any 
time other than at nuptials ; all those compose one sentence. 
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can not in any way control the line of succession as 
given in the foregoing lines. If the passage containing ‘‘ as in 
the case of yautuka property ” refers to yattUtka property, 

it will be purely illogical, for then it will be saying that ayautuka 
property devolves 2& yautuka property. The ground of Mookerjee J^s 
judgment in Ram Gopal Bhuttacharjee v. Narain Chandra 
Bandopadhya (i), is that it is possible to- attach two different 
meanings to two parts of the same passage in the Dayakrama 
Sangraha, which cannot be. Dayakrama Sangraha is subsequent to 
the synopsis. Line of succession' to ayautuka property is 

different and section V points out the extent of that difference. 

Referred then to Colebrooke’s Digest, volume IV. pp. 297, 298, 
and Shama Churn’s Vyavastha Darpan (3rd edition) pages 242 to 
245 ; the reason given for changing opinion is more sensible 
and reasonable. Also referred toMayne’s Hindu Law (7th edition) 
page 900 and Golap Chandra Sastri’s Hindu Law page 415. 

As to the decided cases, excepting the case of Ram Gopal 
Bhuttacharjee (i), all the other cases are in his favour, inasmuch 
as they rely upon Dayakrama Sangraha. In none of those cases 
it was said that section V para 3 of Dayakrama Sangraha did not 
apply to ayautuka property but only a particular meaning 

was given to in that para. The observation in Ram 

Gopal Bhuttacharjee' s case (i), is only an obiter^ the question for 
decision therein having been, whether a mother or the husband 
was the preferential heir. 

Mr. Chakraverti in reply. — In chapter IV of the Dayabhaga 
the Word ‘ Kanya ’ is everywhere used in the sense of unmarried 
damsel or daughter excepting in sections III paras 32 and 33 
which have been held by a Bench of this Court to be interpola- 
tions ; even there ‘ Kanya ’ is used conjurrctively with putra. 
He then goes on to show how Dayatatwa is in his favour. Para 
16 is a digression in which the learned author deals with an 
exception to the general rule 4id down in para 13 and continued 
in para 17 which has no reference to para 16. 

If you accept the line of succession laid down in Dayakrama 
Sangj'aha you must accept it in full or you must accept that laid 
down in the Dayabhaga as understood by Srikrishnd in his com- 
mentary. There is no half way in the matter. If you follow 
the Dayakarama Sangraha you^must adopt the yautuka line of 


(1) (14)05) 3 C. L. J. 15 < I L. B, 33 Culc. 315. 
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succession through and through and this you can not do in the 
face of the cases of Gopal Chunder Pal v. Ram Chandra 
Pramanih (i)^ and Ram Gopal Bhuttacharjee v. Narain Chandra 
Haudopadhya (2). If Srikrishna would be regarded as an 
authority in anything, his commentary on the Dayabhaga should 
be regarded as true and binding commentary in this matter. 

The treatment of the subject in Ram Gopal Bhuttacharjee (2), 
is not an obiter dictum. P'or the last 50 years the question as to 
what should be the* line of succession in the case of avantuku 
Stridhana was at issue and a succession of decisions shows 
that the lines of succession sho^uld not be that laid down in 
Dayakrama Sangraha but certain other, and the line indicated 
was undoubtedly that laid down in case of ordinary ayautuka 
Stridhaita. In different cases, different means were adopted to 
- arrive at a line of succession, so that in the case of Ram Gopal (2), 
the learned Judges who decided that case were bound to decidq 
once for all what should be the real line of succession before they 
could decide the question at issue , so that that decision cannot 
be said to be an obiter. ^ 

A. V. 

The judgments of the Court w(‘ro as follows : 

Brett J. — The appellants in these four appeals are the four 
sons and the respondents are the three married daughters of 
Saroda Moye Bosu. On , the 15th June 1853, Saroda Moye 
received a gift from tier father of Taluq No. 5480 Roy Chandra 
Sarma. This was after her marriage. On the 7th October 1903, 
she died leaving 4 sons and 3 daughters her surviving. Three 
of the sons other than the appellant in appeal No. 2095 of 1906 
^ applied to the Collector to be registered as heirs of the taluq by 
right of inheritance from their mother. They were opposed 
by the 3 daughters and on the 24th August 1904, the applications 
of the sons were refursed and order was passed to register the 
3 daughters as proprietors of the taluq by right of inheritance 
from Saroda Moye Bosu. The four brothers then filed 4 suits, 
on the 5th July 1905 and following days, praying for declaration 
of their title, each to J share in the taluq and for recovery of 
possession. 

In the Court of first instance, the suits were heard ex t^rte 
in the absence of the defendants and were decreed, the Munsiff 
t folding that the taluq was ayautuka srtidhan of the mother and 
that the plaintiflfs as sons were preferential heirs to the married 
daughters! 

(1) (1901) I. L. R. 28 Calc. . 311 . (2) (190%) 3 C. L. J 15 , I. L. R, 33 Calc. 316 , 
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On appeal the lower appellate Court has set aside the judg- 
ment and decree of the Munsiff in all the cases and has dismissed 
all the suits. 

The plaintiffs, the four sons, have appealed to this Court 
in four appeals. These have been heard together and will all 
be governed by this judgment. 

Admittedly the taluq which is the subject of the present 
litigation is the pitridatta ayautaka stridhan of Sarada Moye Bosu 
and the question which we have to decide is whether the sons 
or the married daughters are the preferential heirs. 

The learned Subordinate Judge has gone with great care 
and detail through the various authorities and has come to the 
conclusion that the balance of authority is strongly in favour of 
the married daughters. In this appeal it has been argued by 
the learned Counsel for the appellants that the learned Subordi- 
nate Judge has erred in law in the view which he has taken of 
those authorities and that in fact they support the contrary 
view that the sons are the preferential heirs. 

The determination of the matter in dispute depends on the 
construction which should be placed on the passage in para- 
graph 1 6 section II chapter IV of the edition of the Dayabhaga 
of Jimuta Vahana (as translated by Colebrooke). In that passage 
Jimuta Vahana has adopted the law as laid down by Manu in 
sloka 198 chapter IX. The passage, which is given in the 
vernacular in the judgment of the Subordinate Judge; runs as 
follows : ‘‘ As for a passage of Manu. ‘ The wealth of a woman ’ 
which has been in any manner given to her by her father, let the 
Brahmani damsel take ; or let it belong to her offspring ’ ; since 
the text specifies ‘ given by her father^ the meaning must be, 
that property, which was given to her by her father, even at any 
other time besides that of the nuptials shall belong exclusively 
to her daughter ; and the term. Brahmani is merely illustrative 
[indicating that a daughter of the same tribe inherits.]’' The 
words used which are translated as the Brahmani damsel are 
“ Brahmaiii Kanyay'' and the Whole contest has centered round the 
point whether “ Kanya " should be translated to mean generically 
any daughter, and so to include married or widowed daughters, 
or should be confined to the unmarried daughters alone. If the 
first meaning be accepted the defendants must succeed in these 
suits ; if the second be preferred the plaintiffs must succeed. 

Now it is suggested by the learned Counsel for the appellants 
that the first and obvious way to ascertain the meaning of the 
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word “ Kanya ” in the passage is to search through chapter IV 
of the Dayabhaga and see where the word “ Kanya” occurs and 
what is the meaning which has been given to it. In section I the 
word is used twice as meaning a bride at the time of marriage^ 
which may be taken to impty a maiden daughter. In section II, 
irrespective of the passage in dispute, the term Kanya wherever 
it occurs means maiden or unmarried daughter. In section III 
Kanya is used in •the same sense except in verses 32 and 33. 
These ar^the passages on which the Subordinate Judge relies to 
expose, as he says, the fallacy of the hypothesis that the word 
Kanya is used by Jimuta Vahana in the restricted sense of 
unmarried daughter. It is unfortunate that the two passages on 
which •the Subordinate Judge relies are held by some com* 
^ mentators to be of doubtful authenticity, and by others have been 
pronounced to be interpolations, and that in a case on the Origi- 
mal Side of this Court, lately heard by a Special Division Bench 
of which one of us was a member, it was held that the two 
|passages were forgeries. The final decision on that point will no 
doubt rest with their Lordships of ^he Privy Council, but mean- 
while it is apparent that the result of the search through chapter 
[V of the Dayabhaga goes strongly to support the argument that 
the word Kanya is used in that work to mean an unmarried 
daughter. Any argument, based on- the use of the word 
“ Kanya^^ in modern conversation and literature seems to us to 
be dangerous. In the course of 300 years words in all languages 
change and modify their original meaning. 

The other method of ascertaining the meaning of the word 
Kanya as used in the passage is to look first to the context and 
then to enquire and ascertain how the passage has been interpre- 
ted by other authors and commentators. The decision of this 
case depends as I hrave already noticed on the meaning to be 
given to the*word Kanya in that passage. 

Now in dealing with the question by the light of opinions 
expressed by authors and commeijtators, we are met with a 
difficulty which the Subordinate Judge has either not recognized 
or ignored that these high authorities in the works which they have 
produced and in the different editions of their works have con^’a- 
dicted themsefves and have displayed a wavering of opinion which 
I can not but have the effect of weakening confidence in them. In Act 
the point appears to be ope of considerable doubt and difficulty 
and in deafing with it we have endeavoured to give to the various 
authorities most careful and impartial study and consideration. 
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Dealing with the question first on principle, we have it that 
the property in suit having been given to Sarada Moye Bosu 
after her marriage comes under the head of ayautnka Stridhan, 
In the ordinary line of inheritance to ayautnka Stridhan the 
sons succeed as preferential heirs to the married or widowed 
daughters. In the case before us the property can only go to 
the married daughters if the Hindu law makes an exception 
between ayautnka Stridhan which is “ Pitridatta” or given by 
the father and ordinary ayautnka Stridhan. The case for the 
defendants is that the texts on which they rely lay down a speci- 
al line of succession to pitridatta ayautnka Stridhan ; apparently 
it is not suggested that the exception is governed by either the 
principle 0/ spiritual benefit or natural affection. The learned 
Subordinate Judge has however suggested that it is governed by 
a ‘‘ natural desire to make a sort of equitable distribution of the 
effects of the parents, amongst children male and female”, and 
“ to a very laudable desire on the part of the sages to provide for 
helpless and indigent relations.” It does not however appear to 
follow of necessity that married daughters should be more indi- 
gent and helpless than sons. 

Dealing next with the authorities, we have first to take 
chapter IV, section II of the Dayabhaga in which the passage 
occurs. The chapter first lays dowr. the general rule of succes- 
sion with regard to the separate property of a woman and pro- 
vides that it devolves in the first instance in equal shares on her 
sons and unmarried daughters, and in support of this view 
quotes passages from Sancha, Lichita and Devala. It then goes 
on to lay down the order of succession of other heirs, and in 
para 11 where noting that the son’s son is preferred to the daugh- 
ter’s son, it explains that the reason of it is that the married 
daughter is debarred from the inheritance by the son. In 
paragraphs 13 to 15 the nature of yautnka stridhan or property 
received by a woman at her nuptials, is explained, and it is 
pointed out that the authorities, c. g„ Narada, Catyayana and 
Yajnyawalcya, which give the preference to all unmarried daughters 
over sons are referring to property of that class only. Then 
follows the paragraph 16 in which the passage occurs on which 
the^ decision of this case mainly depends. It deals with property 
given to a woman by her father “ in any manner” “ even at any 
time besides that of the nuptials,” and provides that jt shall be 
taken by the Brahmani damsel, or let it belong to her offspring. 

“ Her offspring” is generally accepted as meaning the off- 
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spring of the deceased. The next two passages in the paragraph 
offer a possible explanation of the use of the word Brahmanu 
The concluding passage runs ‘‘ such is the meaning of the passage ; 
for [else according to the preceding interpretation] all the texts 
[which declare the equal ri^ht of the son and daughter, to inherit 
their mother’s property in certain cases,] would be incongruous.” 
The texts here referred to are those dealt with in the preceding 
paragraphs of the .section and which lay down the general rule 
that the sons and unmarried daughters equally divide the property 
of the mother, and the passage seems to lay down that the 
paragraph provides in respect of Ayautuka stridhan received from 
a father an exception to that rule, and nothing more. 

T(je succeeding paragraphs 17 to 24 seem clearly to go back 
to paragraph 13 and to deal with the texts referred to in that 
paragraph. They explain that the term “ her issue” in the text 
of Narada refers to the issue of the mother and not of the 
daughters. Section 13, however, distinctly provides that the 
texts relate only to the yantnka wealth given at the nuptials 
because these passages contradict the text of Devala cited in para- 
graph 6. That text runs A woman’s property is common to 
her sons and unmarried daughters, when she is dead ; but, if she 
leave no issue, her husband shall take it, her mother, her brother 
or her father.” 

Paragraphs 22 and 23* go on to lay down the line of succes- 
sion to the property of a woman received at her nuptials, and 
the passages following explain how the order of succession is 
modified by the form adopted at the time of marriage. 

For the appellants it is argued that paragraph 22 resumes 
the discussion of the succession to yanlnka stridhan from para- 
graph 13 and that the intervening paragraph 16 alone deals with 
the succession to pitridatta ayautuka stridhan and provides in the 
case of sucji property the exception to the general rule of succes- 
sion that the unmarried daughters succeed in preference to the 
sons and not jointly with them. This view is supported by the 
order of succession to pitridatta ayautuka stridhan which is given 
in the synopsis of Srikrishna at the end of Chapter IV. 

For the respondents it is argued that the word kanya in 
paragraph 16 is used generically to include all daughters ; that 
therefore all daughters whether unmarried, married or widqwed, 
are preferred to sons, and that this is the view which Srikrishna 
himself aTdopt^d in his Dayakrama Sangraha. Further it is argued 
.that the discussion in the subsequent paragraphs of the words 
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‘‘her issue” would be unnecessary if the expression “ Brahmani 
” did not cover married as well as unmarried daughters of 
the deceased. This contention does not, however, seem to be 
sustainable, for the discussion in paragraphs 17 to 21 seems clearly 
to refer to the meaning of the words. “ her issue” as used in the 
text of Narada in paragraph 13. 

It is not easy to determine the exact meaning of the text of 
the Dayabhaga, but the synopsis in which Srikrishna gives the 
order of succession shows clearly enough that he then interpreted 
-it to mean that the unmarried daughters alone were preferred 
to sons in the succession to property given to a woman by her 
father not at her nuptials. 

The next authority we come to is the Dayakrama Sangraha 
of Srikrishna. This is described in the preface as containing a 
good compendium of the law of inheritance according to Jimuta- 
Vahana’s text as expounded in his commentary on the Dayabhaga. 
Chapter II deals with the order of succession to the peculiar 
property of a woman ; section I deals with the succession to the 
property of a maiden ; section’ II defines the peculiar property of 
a married woman ; section III deals with the succession to the 
separate property of a woman when received at her nuptials, 
ahd section IV with the separate property not received at her 
nuptials. Then comes section V which is important for the 
purposes of this case, and which deals with the succession to the 
separate property of a woman when given to her by her father. 
Paragraphs i, 2 and 3 deal with the order of succession. It 
has been pointed out to us that in the original the text is not 
divided into paragraphs, and that the paragraphs i and 2 and the 
first half of paragraph 3 down to “ received at nuptials ” form one 
paragraph. These passages as well as the remaining part of 
paragraph 3 and paragraph 4 have been interpreted by the 
Subordinate Judge to mean that the order of succession to 
ayautuka stridhan is the same as that of yautuka stridhan given 
by the father, and is first the maiden daughter, then the married 
daughters who have or are likely to have male issue, then the 
barren and widowed daughters, and on these failing the sons and 
the jest. This construction is supported by the learned pleader 
for the respondent who argues that the latter portion bf paragraph 
3 and paragraph 4 merely confirms the preceding paragraphs. 

The meaning and effect of the four paragraphs have been 
considered by a Bench of this Court in the case of I^am Gopal 
Bhuttacharjee v. Narain Chandra Bandopadhya (i). In that 
(1) (1995) % 0. L. J. 15 i 1. L. ff. 33 0alc« 315. 
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judgment, the learned Judges express the opinion that the first 
paragraph of section V should be taken to apply to the separate 
property of a woman given to her by her father both at her 
nuptials and at any time other than her nuptials, that is to say, to 
hoi)\yauttika and ayautuka stridhan^ that sections 2 and 3 should be 
taken to lay down the rule of succession in the case of yautuka 
stridhan^ and paragraph 4 the right of succession applicable 
to ayautuka stridhan^ They take the words as in the case of 
property ^ceived at nuptials ” in the 3rd paragraph to mean that 
it refers to such property only. The learned J udges also point 
out that if this view be accepted, there will be no difference 
between the line of succession as laid down by Srikrishna* in his 
synopsis to Chapter IV of the Dayabhaga and in the section of 
, his Dayakrama Sangraha with which we have been dealing. 
The learned pleader for the respondents contends that it is 
impossible to reconcile the views expressed in the two works and 
that the line of succession given in the Dayakrama Sangraha 
should be accepted as correct. 

One thing is however clear that if the two opinions be held 
to be irreconcileable, the authority of the learned commentator is 
considerably weakened. 

The next authority is the Dayatattwa by Raghunandan. 
Chapter X deals with the,succession to woman’s property. The 
first paragraph lays down the general rule that a woman’s property 
is common to her sons and maiden daughters when she is dead, 
and the succeeding paragraphs up to paragraph 10 deal with the 
succession on failure of sons and married daughters. Paragraph 
1 2 deals with property received by a woman at the time of her 
marriage and prefers the married daughters to the sons. Para- 
graph 16 deals with ayautuka stridhan received from the father 
and quotes the passage from Manu relied on in the Dayabhaga 
Chapter IV section II, para 16. Paragraph 17 provides that on 
default of these the son succeeds, quoting in support the authority 
of Manu. The question then ajises whether this applies to 
ayautuka stridhan or whether it follows in natural order of 
sequence paragraph 1 3 which deals with yautuka stridhan. The 
Subordinate Judge has accepted the former alternative, butihere 
as in the other authorities the succession to ayautuka stridhan 
is introduced seemingly in paranthesis, and it seems open to 
doubt whether paragraph 17 really refers to it or to yautuka. 
Paragraph 18 points out that similarly also the. other text declaring 
the succession of daughters previous to that of sons, refers to 
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this description of woman’s property. This description may refer 
to “ property given by the parents ” as mentioned in paragraph 
II or to nuptial presents as mentioned in paragraph 13. 

Mr. Macnaghten in his Principles and Precedents of Hindu 
Law published in 1829 in Volume I pages 39 and 40 follows, in the 
case of ayautuka stridhan received from the father, the line of 
succession given by Srikrishna in his synopsis at the end of 
Chapter IV of the Dayabhaga. 

Sir Thomas Strange in his Elements of Hindu Law Volume I ' 
page 247 notices the intricacy with which the succession to 
woman’s property is regulatdd, and in the appendix Volume II 
page 403 extracts the order of succession as given in the synopsis 
of Srikrishna to Chapter IV of the Dayabhaga and states that it 
is the settled order of succession to the separate property of a 
woman. 

Neither of these learned authors could claim to be, as those 
previously mentioned, expounders of the text of the Hindu Law, 
but both had large experience in the Courts of law and presum- 
ably were well aware of fhe authorities that were accepted in 
them. 

The next authority is the Vyavastha Darpana of Shama 
Churn Sircar, In his first edition published in 1859, he adopts 
the exposition of the law of succession to the property of a 
woman received from her father at any time other than her 
nuptials given by Srikrishna in his synopsis attached to chapter IV 
of the Dayabhaga in preference to that given in the Dayakrama 
Sangraha, because being consonant with the Dayabhaga it is 
.respected above the Dayakrama Sangraha. He also accepts the 
view that in the passage in chapter IV, section 11 , paragraph 16 
of the Dayabhaga kanya means “ maiden daughter.” 

In the second edition of the Vyavastha Darpana published 
apparently in 1867 (see pages 718 — 719), the learned author 
accepts the order of succession to the property of a woman given 
to her by her father at any time other than at her nuptials, given 
in Srikrishna’s Commentary on the Dayabhaga. In a remark 
^which follows the portion of the text dealing with this subject, 
the^ author notices that in the Dayakrama Sangraha, Srikrishna 
.lays down that succession to the property given by a father to 
his ^ daughter, whether at the time of her marriage or at any 
• other time, is regulated according to the principles applicable to 
the property received at nuptials, and he expresses tlie opinion 
-that this view is supported by the note of Jiinuta Vahana in the 
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Dayabhaga on the passage in Manu. But he goes on to say, 

“ the order of succession as given in the commentary on the 
Dayabhaga seems to be more consistent with reason, for in the j 
succession to this kind of stridhan^ why should the son who 
confers the greatest benefit on the mother be postponed even g, 
to the widowed and barren daughters (who confer no spiritual 
benefit on her) in the same way as in the succession to the 
yaiitnka property which descends to the daughters in preference 
to the s|?n solely on account of certain texts of the sages and 
especially the text of Manu chapter III, V. ^q. The text and 
note indicate that the opinion of the learned author that, in the 
line of succession, sons should be pieferred to daughters other 
than unmarried daughters. ^ 

In the edition of his work published in 1.SS3 after his death, 
a different order of succession is adopted and all daughters 
married and widowed are preferred to the sons. 

Here, again, we ha\e a learned commentator expressing 
diametrically different \iews at different time, a circumstance*^ 
which goes to weaken confidence in him as an authority. > 

Among later commentators, we find in the work on Hindu r 
Law of marriage and stndhana by Dr. (now Sir) Gooroodas 
Banerjee, that the learned author in the fust edition remarks thkt 
the order given by Srikrjshna’s commentary on the Dayabha^ 
is generally accepted as correct, while in the later edition page 
he qualifies it by saying it is accepted as correct by some autheij- ^ 
ties. I'he learned author points to the difference between 
authorities on the point and expresses no certain opinion him^^jf. 

Jogendra Smarta Siromoni in his commentary on Hindu 
Law published in 1885 at page 398 deals with pitridatta stn'dhaiia. 

He points out first that there is a special rule with regard to this 
class of property, that it goes in the first instance to the unmar- 
ried daughter alone. He notices that in the Dayakrama San- 
graha, Srikrishna has laid down that the course of succession to 
pitridatta is similar to that in the case of yautuka^ but he goes 
on to say that in Srikrishna’s commentary on the Dayabhaga 
he has expressed a different opinion. He however notices that 
property given by the father before or after marriage mu%t be 
regarded as ayautuka and the course of succession to such 
f, property must be the same as in respect of any other ayautuka^ 
except so^far as the operation of the general rules is qualified by 
special texts, and he adds that there is no direct authority for 
saying that all daughters succeed to the pitridatta before the 
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sons. The learned Subordinate Judge in dealing with this 
authority [fails to notice that the opinion above expressed is 
clearly in favour of the view that the sons succeed to pitridatta 
ayautuka stridhana after the unmarried daughters. In comment- 
ing on the judgment of Mr. Justicje Mitter in the case of J^udoo 
Nath Sircar v. Bussunt Coomar Roy (i), the learned author 
remarks that the conflict between Srikrishna in the Dayakrama 
Sangraha and his master in the Dayabhaga cannot be reconciled 
except by showing that the text of the Dayabhaga is capable of 
being interpreted in the manner Srikrishna has done. 

Babu Golap Chandra Sarkar Sastri in his work on Hindu Law 
notices- the conflict between the Dayakrama Sangraha and 
Srikrishna’s synopsis to Chap. IV of the Dayabhaga in respect 
of the line of succession to Ayautuka Stridhana which is given by 
a father at any time other than the nuptials, and notices that the 
question is beset with considerable difficulty arising from apparent 
contradictions. Mayne in his work on Hindu Law and Usage (7th 
Edition) p. 900 Sec. 673 accepts the view that all the daughters are 
preferential heirs to the sons. 

Taking next the decisions of the Courts we find that in the 
case of Gopal Chandra Pal v. Ram Chandra Pramanik (2), this 
Court refused to follow the Dayakrama Sangraha in respect to the 
order in which a brother or a husband was entitled to succeed 
to movable property received by a woman from her father after 
her marriage, and relied in preference on the text of the Dayabhaga 
as being the paramount authority in the Bengal School. 

In the case of Ram Gopal Bhuttacharjee v. Narain Chandra 
Bandopadhya (3) to which reference has already been made, a 
similar view was accepted in respect of the mother’s right to suc- 
ceed to an Anvadheya Stridhan of a childless woman in preference 
to her husband. The learned Judges in dealing with the para 16 
Sec. II Chap. IV of the Dayabhaga expressed the c^inion that 
subject to the one variation made in that passage yautuka 
given by the father is inherited as other yautuka and ayautttka 
given by the father is inherited as other ayautuka ” : and they 
attempt to reconcile the paragraphs i to 4 of Section V of the 
Dayakrama Sangraha with this view in the manner already noticed 
in this judgment. 

In the case of Judoo Nath Sircar v. Bussunt Coomar Roy (1), 
the exact words of the Dayakrama Sangraha have not been accepted 

(1) (1873) 19 W. R. 264 ; 11 B. L. R. 2f6. 

(2) (1901) I. L. R. 28 Calo. 311. 

(8) (1906) 8 0. L. J. 15 ; I. L. R. 33 Calc. 315. 
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ind in preference an attempt has been made to reconcile them 
ivith the text of the Dayabhaga. 

The result of a careful examination of the commentators and 
luthorities on Hindu Law and of the cases which have come 
)efore the Courts in which the question of the succession to the 
Sitridatta Ayantnka Stridhana of a woman has been considered, 
loes not at all go to support the opinion expressed in rather 
)ver-confident terms* by the Subordinate Judge in the lower 
Vppellate^Court ; the balance of authority is heavily in favour of 
he married daughters being preferred to the sons. 

If we rely on the Dayabhaga itself, and the earliest interpie- 
ation put on it by Srikrishna in his synopsis, we must hold that 
he sons should, be preferred in the line of successipn to the 
narried daughters. If we take the words of the text of the 
Dayabhaga we find that it is only in two exceptional passages, 
ind those of doubtful authenticity, that the word “Kanya” is 
ised by itself in the Dayabhaga to mean a daughter in the 
[eneric sense. When the author intends to convey that meaning 
he word “ Duhita” is used. “ Kauya ” is used to mean “ a bride 
t the time of bridal ” and “ an unmarried damsel,” and in fact 
he original meaning of the word appears to have been “ a girl up to 
o years of age.” According to the ordinary rule, unmarried 
laughters and sons succeed ^*ointly to the separate property of 
heir mother, and the question is whether in the passage of the 
Dayabhaga under consideration it was intended to give the un- 
narried daughters preference to the sons, or to give all the 
laughters preference to them. Certainly the use of the word 
“Kanya” seems to go far to support the former conclusion. 

To support the contention that the word kanya is used in 
he generic sense to include all daughters, the learned pleader for 
he respondent has relied on the passage in the Dayakrama 
>angraha to which we have referred, and has argued that the 
earned Judges in the case of Ram Gopal Bhuttacharjcev. Narain 
'Chandra Bandopadhya (i) have failed to reconcile the discrepancy 
•etween these passages and the synopsis in the Dayabhaga which 
t is contended is irreconcileable. 

The text.of the ancient authors do not however yield redWily 
o those methods of construction which we are able to adopt in 
lealing with books of recent date. The style is often involved. 

rules of punctuation are observed, and matters are introduced 
a parenthesis both in passages and in sections of the works 
Cl) (1905) 3 C. L. J. Vj , I. L. R. 33 Calc. 316. 
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without any apparent system or rule. One of the learned Judges 
who was a party to the decision under consideration is a Sanskrit 
scholar who w*as able to seek elucidation of difficulties by 
reference to the original texts. Under these circumstances^ it 
seems to me that we should hesitate before differing from the 
view expressed in that judgment. The Dayakrama Sangraha 
is supposed to have been written by Srikrishna after his synopsis 
to the Dayabhaga, but as to this there is no certainty. At all 
events^ there is nothing in the Dayakrama to explaiK why the 
learned author had modified his previous opinion, and therefore 
there is every reason to attempt to reconcile the two expressions 
of opinion if it be possible. If that can be done in the manner 
adopted qy the learned Judges in the case under notice, all 
further difficulties will disappear. 

If such reconciliation be impossible, then it seems that the 
credit to be attached to Srikrishna as an authority is much 
weakened. 

The meaning of the text of the Dayatattwa of Raghu 
Nandan is far from being clear owing to the introduction in 
parenthesis of the reference to ayaittuka stridhan given by 
the father. 

Macnaghten and Strange both accept Srikrishna’s synopsis 
at the end of Chapter IV of the Da^abhaga as laying down the 
cprrect law. 

Shama Churn Sircar in his Vyavastha Darpana wavers in 
opinion, and it is remarkable that in the first and second editions 
which were published during his lifetime and in which he follows 
Srikrishna’s synopsis and accepts the meaning of kanya to be 
unmarried daughter, he gives reasons for his conclusions, while 
in the third edition which was published after his death, no 
reasons whatever for his change of opinion, (if in fact the 
opinion expressed in that edition be his) are mentioned. 

Jogendra Smarta Siromoni refuses to accept the view that 
all daughters should be preferred to sons. The other learned 
authors invite attention to the difficulty which has arisen in 
interpreting the passage in the Dayabhaga owing to subsequent 
contradiction, but do not assist us to elucidate it. 

The decisions of the Courts to which we have referred 
indicate that where there is a difference between the Dayakrama 
Sangraha and the Dayabhaga, the former has been rejected and 
the Dayabhaga followed. 

Taking the passage of the Day^tbhaga as it stands, and giving 
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due effect to the use of the word kaftya^ and taking also into 
consideration the context and the fact that the earliest interpre- 
tation of the text was in favour of giving the s«is preference to 
the married daughters in the succession to the pitridatta ayantuka 
stridhan^ the reasonable conclusion appears to be that the 
intention of the Dayabhaga was to lay down a general law of 
succession to ayantuka stridhan and to make an exception in the 
case of such propert); received from a father only to the extent 
that in the first instance the unmarried daughter is preferred to 
the son. f see no reason to differ from the view taken by the 
learned Judges in the case of Ram Gopal Bhaitacharjec v. Narain 
Chandra Bandopadhy (i) that the synopsis of Srikrishna to 
Chapter, IV of the Dayabhaga and the paragraphs in the 
Dayakrama Sangraha are capable of reconciliation 

I would, therefore, set aside the judgment and decree of the 
lower appellate Court and decree the appeal and restore the 
judgment and decree of the Court of first instance with costs. 

As, however, my learned brother differs in opinion from me, 
the case must be referred to the Pk)n’ble the Chief Justice for 
orders under section 575 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

(Jqjtq — In this case the sole point in issue is, whether sons 
succeed in preference to married daughters to property given to 
a woman by her father at a time other than the time of nuptials ; 
and the decision of this question turns exclusively, or almost so, 
on the further question whether the word “ kanya ” in paragraph 
16, section II, chapter 4 of the Dayabhaga refers exclusively to 
unmarried daughters or includes all daughters. 

» ' It will be convenient to deal with the authorities in o>der, 
and the first that must necessarily be considered is the Daya- 
bhaga itself. The Dayabhaga deals first with the succession to 
woman’s property generally, and lays down that the property of 
a woman gqes on her death, first, to her son and unmarried 
daughter, and then to the married daughters. The author then 
deals with the yautuka property, which he apparently regards 
as exceptional, and lays down that it goes on the mother s death 
to the daughters. Then comes the text on which this contro- 
versy hinges. (IV, «, 16). The author quotes a text of Manu 
which runs, ‘♦The wealth of a woman, which has been in any 
manner given to her by her father, let the Brahtnant damsel 
^ (kanya) “ take ; or let it belong to her offspring.” And as I have 
said, the controversy arising in this case turns principally on the 
(1) (1906) 3 C. L. J. 16 ; I. L. R. 38 Calc. 316. 
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question, whether the word ‘‘ kanya''' is intended to refer only to 
the unmarried or to all daughters. 

There is 4 lo dispute that the term means daughter.^’ It- ^ 
is not suggested that any girl who was not a daughter could by 
any possibility succeed. But itj js strenuously argued that the 
word ordinarily means a maiden daughter only, and is only used 
to signify daughters in general, when used in conjunction with 
the word putra (son). Particular reference is made to the use of 
the word in the text of Devala, quoted in paragraph 6 of the 
same section of the Dayabhaga, which runs : “ A woman’s pro- 
perty is common to her sons and ‘ kmiya^ when she is dead ; 
but if she leave no issue, her husband shall take it etc.” It is 
very curious that if the word here refers only to un- 
married daughters, there is no direct .reference to unmarried 
daughters at all, though admittedly they succeed before the 
husband. But it is not disputed that the word “ kanya’^ in this 
passage means unmarried daughters only. 

At the same time, it cannot be denied that the word is 
occasionally used to signify daughters generally, and the sense in 
which it is used in this passage must in my opinion be gathered 
from the context. It has been argued that the paragraphs 
succeeding paragraph i6 deal with the question whether in the 
text of Manu quoted above, the w,ords, her offspring” refer to 
the daughter’s offspring or the offspring of the deceased mother. 
And it has been argued that the fact that this point has been 
thought worthy of serious discussion shows conclusively that the 
word “ daughter’’ must include married daughters, for obviously 
an unmarried daughter could not, in the eye of the law, have 
any offspring at all ; and, therefore, if only unmarried daughters 
were referred to, there could be no controversy or discussion as to 
what was meant by the words “ her offspring.” To this argu- 
ment there would, in my opinion, be no answer, if the paragraphs 
really referred to the text of Manu before quoted. But if I 
understand the paragraphs aright, they refer to a text of Narada 
quoted in paragraph 13, and not to the text of Manu at all. 
Still the fact remains that the author of the Dayabhaga deals 
wifh the succession to yautuka property in paragraphs 13, 14 
and 15. He then deals with this special subject of the success- 
ioh to pitridatta property. He then devotes paragraphs 17 to 21 
to a possible misconception that might arise with regard to the 
succession to yautuka property laid down in paragraph 13. And 
then he goes on dealing with the succession to yautuka pro- 
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perty generally. Taking the whole arrangement of the section, with 
the parenthetical reference to the succession to pitridatta property 
in paragraph i6 embedded in the general discussion of the succes- 
sion to yautuka property, it seems to me that the author of the 
Dayabhaga regarded pitridatta property as coming under the rules 
relating to yautuka property, so far as daughters were concerned. 

A property goes first to the son and unmarried 
daughter, then to tjt\e other daughters. Ayautnka goes first to the 
daughters and then to the sons. If really there were a third 
and entirely distinct order of succession to pitridatta property, 
it seems reasonable to suppose that in a work that is certainly 
not inattentive to detail, it would have been stated distinctly 
what it was. 

It has been argued on behalf of the appellants that if he 
intended that daughters]as a class succeeded to pitridatta property, 
the author of the Dayabhaga would certainly have laid down 
their order of succession within the class. To me the fact that 
he has omitted to do so, and has merely stated the fact of the 
daughter's succession in a parenthosis embedded in the middle of 
the rules governing the devolution of yautuka property, in 
which the order of succession of daughters inter is set out, 
seems to indicate that he did not regard the succession of the 
^^kanya^^ to pitridatta property as any exception to the rule govern- 
ing the succession to yautuka property. It must be remembered 
that the word ^^kanyd^ was not his own. He was quoting from* the 
Code of Manu, which was in verse, and presumably subject to 
the laws of metre and style. He did not feel himself bound to 
assign any specific meaning at all to the word “ Brahmami’' and 
it may well be that he did not feel himself bound to attach a 
restricted meaning to the word ^kanya.^ With reference to the words 
“ or let it belong to her offspring ” in the text under considera- 
tion, it mj^y be asked why a word signifying both male and female 
offspring should be used if the text means that on failure of 
daughters the property goes to the sons. It is clear however 
from the context that the word “ offspring” cannot refer to all 
the children but only to the children other than the '‘^kanyai'^ If 
therefore ^'‘kanya" means all the daughters, the word “ offspring” 
must refer fo the sons. If, on the contrary, the word 
means unmarried daughter only, the text prescribes that in 
the absence of an unmarried daughter, sons and unmarried 
daughters inherit together, which is not suggested by any body. 
This consideration seems to me to support in some measure the 
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view that the word kanya^' refers to all the daughters. I do not 
* however lay any stress on this beyond saying that in my opinion 
the use of the word ‘‘offspring” is not inconsistent with the view 
that the term “ kanya^' refers to all the daughters. 

Next comes the strongest authority on the side of the 
appellants, namely the summary by Srikrishna, at the end of 
Chapter JV of the Dayabhaga, of the rules of succession prescribed 
in that chapter. This clearly lays down that in the case of 
pitridatta property, not given at the time of marriage, the 
maiden daughter succeeds first, then the son, and then tfie other 
daughters. 

It is argued, however, by the respondents that this authority 
has been destroyed by the fact that Srikrishna in his later ^work, 
“ The Dayakrama Sangraha” (Chapter II, section 5) has laid down 
that the daughters succeed before the sons. It will be necessary 
to set out the first three paragraphs of the section in full. They 
run as follows : 

‘‘I. In regard to the wealth given by a father to a woman, 
at the time of the wedding, dr antecedent or subsequent to it, a 
maiden daughter inherits in the first place. 

“ 2. After her, a married daughter who has, and one who 
is likely to have, male issue inherit together. 

“ % Next the succession devolves on the barren and widowed 
daughters, and in default of all daughters, the son and the rest 
succeed as in the case of property received at nuptials ; for a 
text of Manu declares. “ The wealth of a woman which has in 
any manner been given to her by her father, let the Brahntam 
damsel take ; or let it belong to her offspring.” 

It was held in Ram Gopal Bhattacharjee v. Narain Chandra 
Baudopadhya (i) that though the first paragraph referred to 
both yauinka and ayautuka pitridatta property, the second and 
third could refer \.o yautuka pitridatta property only. This view 
was based principally on the words “ as in the case of property 
received at nuptials,” and on the fact that, if the second and 
third paragraphs referred to an ayautuka as well yautuka pitri- 
datta property, it would be impossible to reconcile the Daya- 
kram<'' Sangraha with the same author’s synopsis of the Dayabhaga. 
It has been argued, however, before us that a consideration of 
the original text renders this view untenable. We are informed 
that the first two paragraphs and the third paragraph as far as 

the words “ widowed daughters” form one sentence, prescribing 
(1) (1906) 3 0. h. J. 16 , 1. L. R. 38 Calo. 816. 
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that the maiden daughter is first entitled to succeed, then the * 
married daughter and then the widowed daughter ; and ending 
with the word entitled ” which applies equally to all the preced- 
ing nominatives. An entirely new sentence then begins with the 
words, “ In default of all the daughters. If this is so, and the 
fact has not been disputed before us, then although I have the 
greatest diffidence in dissenting from the view of the learned 
Judges in the case cited above, I find myself unable to understand 
how an^jk distinction can be drawn between the first and the two 
following paragraphs in their relation to all kinds of pitridatta 
property. And it appears to me that the succeeding sentence 
“ In default of all daughters the son and the rest succeed as in 
the ca^e of property received at nuptials ; for a text of Manu 
declares, “ The wealth of a woman, which has in any manner 
been given her by her father let the Brahntani damsel take ” 
implies that in the view of Srikrishna at the time he wrote the 
Dayakrama Sangraha, the term “ Brahmani damsel ” was in 
effect synonymous with “ all daughters.” In paragraph 4, it is 
laid down that whatever is given by the father “ belongs first to 
the damsel and after her it goes to her offspring, her son.” This 
paragraph is to my mind conclusive that Srikrishna at the lime 
he wrote the Dayakrama Sangraha regarded the term “ kanya^^ as 
including married daughters, since otherwise he could not have 
referred to their sons. 

Next comes the Dayatatwa of Raghunandan. Chapter X 
of this work begins by dealing with succession to Stridhan 
generally. Then in paragraphs 12 to 15 the author deals with 
succession to yautuka. Paragraph 16 deals with the text of Manu 
that pitridatta property goes to the Brahmani damsel. Paragraphs 
17 and 18 run as follows : 

• 17. On default of these the son succeeds ; since Manu 

says ‘ on detault of daughters the inheritance goes to sons.’ 

“ 18. Similarly also other texts declaring the succession of 
daughters previous to that of sons refer to this description of 
woman’s property.” 

Then paragraph 19 begins. “On failure of sons and the 
others, a woipan’s nuptial presents go to the husband.” * 

It is argued on behalf of the appellant that paragraph ^6 is 
a parenthesis and that, at the end of it, the author resumes the 
consideration of the succession to yautuka property. In this 
view, the words “ on default of these ” at the beginning of para- 
graph 1 7 mean “ on default of the daughters mentioned in para- 
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graph 13.” On the other hand, it is argued on behalf of the 
respondents that the words mean ‘‘ On default of the Brahmani 
damsel mentioned in the preceding paragraph.’’ It seems to 
me that both views are tenable and that it would be unsafe to 
build any firm conclusion on this passage. I may say however 
that the repetition of the words “ nuptial presents ” in paragraph 
19 tends in small measure to show that the parenthesis about the 
pitriciatta ends, and the discussion of yaiituka "property is resumed 
at that point. 

The authority next quoted is Jagannath’s or Colebrooke’s 
Digest. It is difficult to base any conclusion on this work as it 
quotes both the text of Devala, to the effect that the son and 
maiden daughter together, and that of Catyayana, to the' effect 
that the daughters, succeed, and draws no clear distinction 
between yautuka and ayaittuka property. But in quoting the 
text of Manu (paragraph CCCCXOV) the author construes it as 
laying down that the property of a childless wife shall go to the 
daughter of a Brahman co-wife, or to the issue of that daughter. 
So that it is cleat that the author did not regard the term 
kanya^' as necessarily confined to an unmarried girl. 

Subsequent commentators may be briefly referred to, although 
the case must be decided on the view that is taken of the earlier 
authorities. Macnaghten is wholly In favour of the appellant. 
Strange is claimed as being in his favour, but all that appears in 
that work is a reprint of Srikrishna’s synopsis at the end of 
chapter IV of Dayabhaga. Jogendra Nath Bhattacharyya is in 
favour of the appellant’s contentions, but his views are in my 
opinion weakened by the distinction which he draws between the 
first and subsequent paragraphs of section V of the Dayakrama 
Sangraha. Golap Chandra Sarkar seems to have been unable to 
make up his mind on the point, and a still more remarkable 
instance of this indecision may be found in the work of Shama 
Churan Sircar. In the first edition of the work of that learned 
author, he seems to have been wholly in favour of the view urged 
by the appellant. In the second (Sec. 464), he admitted that the 
Dayabhaga furnished full authority for the contrary view, but* 
thoifght that reasons required the postponement. of the mar- 
ried daughters to the sons. But in the last edition of his work, 
published some months after his death, he went wholly round to 
the view for which the respondents now contend. On the other 
hand, Mayne is wholly opposed to the view taken by the 
appellants. 
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I attach a good deal of importance to the comments in the 
second edition of Shama Churn Sircar *s Vyavastha Darpana and 
those in Mr Justice Banerjee’s work on stridhan. The first 
author gives the succession as laid down in Srikrishna’s synop- 
sis at the end of chapter ly of the Dayabhaga. That was the 
order of succession which he thought was right. He defends 
it as based on reason. But he admits^ and, as it seems to me, 
reluctantly admits tfmt Srikrishna in the Dayakrama Sangraha 
lays dowy that succession to all pitridatta property is regulated 
according to the principles applicable to the y a uiuka property. 
And then he goes on to say “ The above is not the solitary 
opinion of Srikrishna alone but also of Jimuta Vahana as is 
evident# from the following note.” The note is a quotation of 
the paragraph i6 which has already been set out in full. Now if 
the word ” kanya^' must necessarily mean an unmarried daughter, 
I cannot understand how Shama Churn Sircar can have felt 
himself forced to admit that paragraph i6 was opposed to the 
view which he was defending. For if the word “ kanya^'^ as we 
are now told, would necessarily convey to all Sanskrit scholars 
the signification “ unmarried daughter,” it is clear that the 
commentator must have seen at once that the Dayabhaga was 
not opposed to the synopsis and did not support the view that 
the order of succession to :jll pitridatta property was the same as 
that of succession to yautuka. And the fact that this evidently 
did not answer to him indicates strongly to my mind that tfie 
restriction of the meaning of the word “ kanyd' to unmarried 
daughters is untenable. 

The same considerations apply though in a less degree tft Mr. 
Justice Banerjee’s observations in page 408 of his work on 
marriage and stridhana (second edition). Though he does not 
express any very decided opinion, he seems to accept the order 
laid down ‘in Srikrishna’s synopsis ; but he observes that 
according to the Dayakrama Sangraha the order of succession 
was the same as for yautuka and Jhat this “ seems to be in 
accordance with the opinion of Jimuta Vahana and Raghu Nan- 
dan.” And clearly if the word “ kanyd*' had conveyed to the 
learned commentator’s mind the meaning of “unmarried daugh- 
ter” only, he could have had no reason whatever for saying that 
it was the opinion of Jimuta Vahana, that the order of succes^oh 
for all pitridatta property was the same as that for yautuka. 

We have been referred to two cases Judoo Nath Shear v. 
JBussunt Coomar Noy (i) and Gopal Chandra Pal v. Ram Chandra 
(1) (1873) 19 W. B. 204. 
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Pramanik (i). But all that was held in the first of these cases 
was that the words ‘‘sons and the rest” in the Dayakrama 
Sangraha did not include collateral heirs, and this finding does 
not seem to me to have any bearing on the present case. The 
second case also has no real application to this case. 

I think that the appellants have failed to show that the 
Subordinate Judge is wrong. The only clear authorities on the 
point are the two diametrically opposed statements of Srikrishna. 
neither of these is to be preferred, it should, I think, be 
the latest, namely, the Dayakrama Sangraha. Otherwise the 
decision of the case must turn on the question whether the 
word ^^kanya^' in the Dayabhaga includes married daughters. The 
Subordinate Judge is of opinion that it does include them. The 
arrangement of that portion of the Dayabhaga indicates that the 
author intended to include them. The interpretation of Manu’s 
text given in Jagannath’s Digest, and in the Dayakrama Sangraha 
indicate that the term was understood as including married 
daughters. Among the later commentators, Gooroo Das 
Banerjee and Shama Churn Sircar, in the second editions of their 
works, while accepting the order of succession laid down in the 
synopsis, were at the same time of opinion that that order was 
opposed to the Day.abhaga, a view which necessaril)^ implies that 
they thought that the term kanya ” jncluded married daughters. 
Against these authorities, there are the clear opinions of 
M'acnaghlen and Jogendra Nath Bhattacharyya which in their 
turn are opposed to that of Mayne. I find it impossible to hold 
on these authorities that the term “ kanyn ” could not have been 
intended to include married daughters. I think that it does 
include them, and if this view is correct, these appeals must 
necessarily fail. 

Accordingly I would dismiss these appeals, but I agree that 
they should be referred to another Judge or Judges under 
section 575 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

Consequent on this difference of opinion, the matter was 
referred to the Chief Justice who appointed Mitra J. under Sec. 575 
of the Code of Civil Procedure, to decide it as the third Judge 
on Jhe 1 8 th July 1908 . 

Mr» B, Chakraverti {with him Mr, Lahiri and Bahu Mohini 
Mohun Chackerbuity) for the Appellants relied upon his former 
argument. 

' Dr, Priya Nath Sen f with him Babu Rajendra Chunder 
Guha for Babu Akhilbandhu Guha J for the Respondents 
(1) (1901) I.L R. 28 Calc. 311. 
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The word in Manu’s Text cited in Dayabhaga must be 
taken to mean daughter in the generic sense and not an unmarried 
daughter only. The text itself indicates that, for, if the word be 
taken to mean an unmarried daughter^ then on the second inter- 
pretation of the text as given* in the Dayabhaga, the expression 
becomes incongruous ; it would be unmeaning to say that 
in default of the unmarried daughter of the rival Brahmini wife, 
the offspring of that unmarried daughter should inherit the 
property left by the deceased childless woman. This objection is 
conclusive, for you can not attach one meaning to the word 
on the first interpretation, and another on the second ; and the 
best w^ of solving a doubt about the meaning of the word used 
in a text is to be guided by the indications furnished by the text 
itself. Reference to this or that lexicon furnishes no sure guide ; 
for instance, Medini says that the word may mean any 

woman. The word primarily means ‘an unmarried woman’ and 
not an ‘ unmarried daughter it can not be said that the word 
bears that sense in the text cited, fey, were it so, any unmarried 
Brahmini woman might claim the property ; therefore the word 
must be interpreted to have a secondary sense ; that is, either 
the sense of unmarried daughter or the sense of daughter in 
general ; the wofd is used in both of these secondary senses by 
authoritative writers. Sde Mahabharata, Anushthan Parva, 
Chap. II, verses 38,55 and Chap. IV, verse 22 ; Ramayana, Bala- 
kanda, Chap. XXXV, verse 15 ; compare also Kalidas’s Kumar 
Sambhava In these passages the word 

has been used in the sense of daughter generally. . 

[Mitka J. — These passages do not prove much. They only 
show that the word is used to mean ‘born of a particular 
person’.] 

So the, word in Manu’s text, he submits, means ‘a 
woman born of a particular person,’ /. e, a daughter in the generic 
sense. . 

Now, taking the word in the s’econdary sense, ©ne has to 
choose between the two senses noticed above, and for this pur- 
pose the first criterion is to refer to the indication furnished by 
the text itself, which, as submitted, supports his contention. 
Sarvajnanarayana in his commentary on Manu distinctly »says 
that the word here means any daughter (see Mandalik’s 

Manu VAl. II page 1216.) The other commentators also have 
adopted the same interpretation, for not only do they desist 
from saying that the word here means an unmarried 
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daughter, but they adopt the second interpretation given in the 
Dayabhaga and explain as referring to the offspring of 

the thereby indicating that the latter word does not mean 

an unmarried daughter only. Referring to Mitakshara it will be 
found that Vijnaneswara uses the word as an equivalent for 

the word in explaining this very text. (Mitakshara, Bombay 
Edition) ; Viramitrodaya also does the very same thing (Golap 
Chunder Sarkar^s Edition, Chap. V Pt. 2, Se6. 5). These works, 
therefore, all support his interpretation. Dayabhaga itself in 
expounding the second interpretation says 

wherein the words and are used as equivalents. 

If the contention of the other side were correct, why did not 
Dayabhaga, qualify the word by adding an adjective 
(unmarried). 

As regards the commentaries on Dayabhaga published in 
Prasanna Kumar Tagore^s Edition, a careful reading will show 
that all the commentators excepting Srikrishna support my con- 
tention. Even Srikrishna changed his opinion in his Dayakrama 
Sangraha. The original passage in the Dayakrama Sangraha 
makes it quite clear that with regard to all kinds of 
Stridhana property the daughters inherit before the sons. Daya- 
tattwa is also clearly in his favour ; so also Jag^j^ath’s view. 

As regards translators, Sir William Jones in his translation 
of.Manu, and Colebrooke in his translation of Dayabhaga tran- 
slate the word used in this connection by the word ‘daughter.’ 
It is true in some other passages of Dayabhaga, Mr. Colebrooke 
takes^ the word to mean an unmarried daughter, but that is 

not at all against me. Mr. Colebrooke was a great Sanskrit Scholar 
and knew that the word sometimes meant unmarried daughter 
only ; why then does he not adopt the same meaning in translat- 
ing this passage ? He must have had very good reasons for doing 
so. Authorities, therefore, clearly preponderate on his side. In 
the recent Privy Council case of Radha Prosad Mullik v. Rani- 
moni Dassi(i) their Lordships partly base their decision on the 
ground that in the case of Stridhana of a daughter, her 

daughters succeed under the ordinary Hindu Law in preference 
to the sons. This also supports his contention. 


JWZy, 2 ^. 


Mitra J. — The decision of the question of Hindu law raised 
in these appeals depends on the interpretation of Chapter IV, 


(l):(190e) 8 C. L. J, 48. 
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faction 11 , para i6 of the Dayabhaga of Jimuta Vahana, the 
paramount authority in the Bengal School. Other authorities 
may be followed, if there be any ambiguity in Jimuta Vahana’s 
text. Srikrishna and Raghu Nandana undoubtedly deserve the 
greatest respect, but their opinions must yield to the authority 
of their great master, Jimuta Vahana, himself. 

Chapter IV, section II, para i6 of the Dayabhaga of 
Jimuta Vahana is as follows in Colebrooke’s translation : “ As for a 
passage of#Manu, ‘ The wealth of a woman, which has been in 
any manner given to her by her father, let the Brahmini damsel 
take ; or let it belong to her offspring since the text specifies 
‘ given by her father,’ the meaning must be, that property, ’which 
was givdn to her by her father, even at any other tirjie besides 
that of the nuptials, shall belong exclusively to her daughter &c.” 
The text of Manu referred to in the paragraph is thus in original : — 

ii” Chapter IX. V. 198. 

The word “ damsel” in the translation by Colebrooke 
represents the word in the original text. In Jimuta 

Vahana’s commentary on it in para 16, he also uses the word 
i” In tH^next sentence in that paragraph, he uses the 
words 1” In this last sentence, the word 

“ is evidently used in contradistinction to the word 

The question then arises — In what sense has the word “ 
been used by Manu and Jimuta Vahana ? The arguments before 
..^pie, as well as those before my learned colleagues, (Brett and 
Coxe JJ). related principally to the meaning of the word “ iirRi” 
and the sense in which it was used by Jimuta Vahana. Does it 
mean an unmarried daughter, or daughters generally ? 

The word “ ^i” primarily means a maiden daughtevy a virgin 
“ {kumari). That is the interpretation of the word given 

by the celebrated lexicographers Amara Singha and Hem Chnadra, 
In the Medini also, the first synonym of “ is “ maiden 

daughter. The same meaning is given in the Sabdakalpadruma 
by Raja Sir Radha Kanta Deb Bahadur, and all the later 
lexicographers. Professor H. H. Wilson in his Dictionary "also 
gives the same meaning — “ A maid^ a virgin^ a girl of nine on ten 
f years of agiy Later writers have occasionally used the word 
to mean*‘a woman” i,e.y — from the particular to the 

general. But that is not the meaning of the word as used in 
the Smritis, To illustrate the primary meaning, “ virgin”, of the 
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word, the learned author of the Sabdakalpadruma has cited a"' 
significant passage from the Vanaparva in the Mahabharat, 
showing the root and inflexion of the word and its meaning 
kumari — “ He gives the secondary meaning “ woman” 

(wi^t) following the earlier lexicogra{)hers. Sir Greaves Haughton 
in his Dictionary confines the meaning to a “ maid, a virgin, a 
young woman.” In fact there can be no doubt as to the meaning 
of the woid as used in earlier Sanskrit literature and law. The 
genus (woman) for the species (virgin) is of later use. 

I have not been able to find the word used in its wider sense 
anywhere in Manu. The word “ means daughtei^^arried, 

unmarried or widow. All female children are daughters, ” 

The word includes in its significance, “ and the lexico- 
graphers I have referred to, are unanimous in this respect. 
Amar Singha, Hem Chandra as well as Medini also give tlie 
wider meaning of the word kaiiya^ but they do not give the 
synonym to be dulntn . they give the word woman (wt^). When 
Jimuta Vahana uses the words “ in para- 
graph i6, he must have used the word in its appropriate 

sense of daughter and the word “ as included in the genus 
The word occurs also in paragraphs 6 and 7 of 

the same chapter and section. In para 6 th#text of Devala is 
cited and in para 7 the 

word is interpreted to mean, as it must “ 1” In both the 

paragraphs, Colebiooke’s translation of the words is “unmarried 
daughter.” I am not disposed to come to the conclusion that 
the same word was used by Manu and Jimuta Vahana in ar 
unusual sense in Chapter IX. V. 198, and paragraph 16 respectively 
Such use would be inconsistent with its use in other parts o 
their great works. 

Of the commentators on Manu’s text, Kulluka carries th< 
greatest weight. He seems to be of opinion that unmarriec 
daughter first succeeds, and on her default, the sons of the 
deceased. He lays down distinctly that in the presence of botl 
an unmarried daughter and sons, the former should be preferrec 
and the sons follow the maiden daughter. This seems to b< 
also the opinion of Manu’s commentators, Raghavananda, Nandai 
and Ram Chandra, but Sarvajna Narayan may appear to be of : 
different opinion. The latter says “ ^ a ^4 ^ ^ 

word kanya is used for daughters generally. But Sarvajn; 
Narayan's authority has never been recognised in Bengal a 
Auperioc to Kulluka’s and the sentence itself is very vague. 
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The commentators of Dayabhaga, Srinatha, Ram Chandra, 
Maheswara, Achyutananda, Raghunandana and Srikrishna, inter- 
preted the word “ in the text as having its ordinary meaning 
unmarried daughter. Srikrishna is abundantly clear in his 
commentary as has been pointed out by Brett and Coxe JJ. Sri- 
krishna, and Raghunandana subsequently, laid down in their 
respective treatises a different rule of succession, as if the word 
might mean daughters generally. In a conflict of autho- 
rities, however, Jimutavahana must be preferred. The later 
opinions oP Srikrishna and Raghunandana which are not based 
on the text of the Dayabhaga ought not to be followed by the 
Courts in Bengal. 

Magiaghten (Principles of Hindu Law pp. 3Q-40), Strange 
(Vol. I p. 251, and Vol. II p 403), Shama Churn (\"vavastha 
Darpana p. 806, 1st Edition ; p, 717-8 2nd Edition), and Klberling 
have followed Srikrishna’s commentary on the Dayabhaga and 
not his individual opinion as given in the Dayakrama .Sangraha. 
The order of succession — maiden daughter, son and other daugh- 
ters — was accepted by all Anglo-IndiaTi Tevt wi iters until a cloud 
was thrown in the third Edition of Shama Churn’s Vyavastha 
Darpana published after his death. wSir C/ooroodas Banerjee in 
his learned work on the Hindu Law of mariiage and stridhana 
(p. 408, 2nd Edition) seems to be of opinion that Srikrishna did 
not follow Jimutavahana as regards succession to pihtdatta 
stridhana. Raghunandana in his Dayatathca did not also follow 
the Dayabhaga. 

I am of opinion that we should follow the Dayabhaga and 
not Srikrishna and Raghunandana, when it is evident that *the 
latter have not followed their master in giving preference to 
daughters generally. I am confirmed in my view by what 
Rampini and Mookerjee JJ. have said in Ram Gopnl Bhatta- 
charyva v. Ngraiii Chandra Bandopadhya (i) I agree, therefore, 
with Brett J. 

The result is that the appeals will be decreed with costs in 
all the Courts. 
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Appeals decreea. 
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Present : — Lord Robertson^ Lord Atkinson^ Lord Collins^ Sir 
Andrew Scoble and Sir Arthur Wilson, 

SANKARALINGA NAPAN and others 

V. 

RAJA RAJESWARA DORAI alias MUTHURAMALINGA 
DORAI AND OTHERS. 

[On appeal from the High Court of Judicature aToMadras.] 

TntRtee^ suit hy — Decree in plaintiff s favour— Appeal by defendants— Plaintiff s 
application to alter the judgment so as io defeat his own action — New 
plaintiffs^ joining of— Surrender of a decree \n hi^ fanmr by a Mistee — 
Betrayal of trust— Refusal of the Court to alter the decree. 

The plaintiff, the hereditary trustee of a temple dedicated to the worship 
of Shiva and where the customary ceremonies of Hindu worship were carried 
on sued the defendants, who represented a caste called the Nadar or Shanar 
caste. The question between (he parties was whether the defendants and the 
caste to which they belonged had legal right to enter and worship in the temple. 
The first Court decided against the defendants, who thereupon appeale<l to the 
High Court. The plaintiff thought fit to profess that he then saw that he and 
the Judge of the lower Court were wrong and asked the High Court that the 
judgment of the lower Court should be altered so as to defeat his own action. 
The High Court, on being applied to, as their I^ordships held very properly, 
reinforced the cause of the worshippers of the temple by joining certain new 
plaintiffs to the original plaintiff (whose confidence in the justice of his suit 
had by that time convalesced). The High Court refused to alter the decree 
and their Lordships held, correctly. 

The compromise by the trustee was not bonajide and not law'ful within the 
meaning of section 376 of the Civil Procedure Code.iThe [decree of the first Court 
did cot cease to be binding upon the parties by the mere fact of appeal 
though the pendency of the appeal opened the whole question for the appel* 
late Court. A trustee who gives up the right under the decree under appeal is 
guilty of breach of trust. 

Appeal from a decree of the High Court of Judicature at 
Madras (Benson and Boddam JJ.) (i), dated the )4th February 
1901, affirming a decree of the Court of the Subordinate Judge 
of Madura, East, (July 20, 1899). 

The principal question involved in the appeal was whether 
the appellants and other persons of the caste to which they 
belonged were prohibited from entering into and worshipping 
in the Hindu temple o& Minakshisundareswaral, situate in the 
toWn of Kamuti. 

On July 5, 1908, Raja M. Bhaskara Sethupathi instituted 

(1) Reported in (1901) 12 M. L. J. 360. 
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the suit in the Court of the Subordinate Judge of Madura (East). 
He was the zemindar of Ramnad, and, as such, he was the 
hereditary trustee of the temple at Kamudi in the Madura 
District in which Siva was worshipped under the form of 
Minakshisundareswarae. The defendants (the present appellants) 
were residents of Kamudi, and belonged to the Nadar or Shanar 
community. They were sued as representing that community 
under the procedure laid down by section 30 of the Civil Proce- 
dure Code. The plaint alleged that the Shanars, as a caste, were 
prohibited both by custom and by the shastras from entering the 
plaint temple, but that, on may 14, 1897, the appellants forcibly 
entered the temple in procession with music and torches and 
perfornled acts of worship, and thereby polluted the temple and 
caused obstruction to the lawful worshippers. The plaintiff, 
therefore, prayed for a declaration that “ neither the defendants 
nor other Shanars are entitled to enter into any part of the said 
temple” ; for a perpetual injunction to restrain them from so 
doing ; and for the payment of Rs. 2,500 as damages. 

The appellants, by their written statement, denied the acts 
of sacrilege alleged and claimed that “ according to the Shastras 
and custom these defendants have a right to use the plaint temple 
and to participate in the pooja and worship therein performed, in 
the same manner and to the same extent as any other class in the 
place (Brahmins excepted) and have been from time immemorial 
exercising such right and participating in the pooja and worship 
therein.” They admitted having entered the temple on May 14, 
1897, and worshipped there in accordance with custom. They 
also denied the plaintiff’s right to exclude them. 

On July 20, 1899 the Subordinate Judge delivered his judg- 
ment. He found that the appellants had not been allowed to 
use the plaint temple in the past for worship ; that the custom 
set up by them, in support of the right of entry, had not been 
made out, and that they belonged to a class which, under custom 
and th*e Shastras, were precluded tom entering the plaint-temple 
which was governed by the ritual prescribed in the Saiva Agamas 
adopted as authoritative and current in the Madura District. 
A decree was accordingly passed whereby it was “ declared, 
ordered and decreed that neither the defendants nor the other 
members of their community living at Kamuty are entitled to 
enter into any part of the temple of Minakshi Sundareswara at 
Kamuty subject to the trusteeship of the plaintiff and in his 
possession, that a permanent injunction be issued restraining the 
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defendants and their fellow castemen at Kamuty from entering 
the said temple or any part thereof and that the defendants do 
pay plaintiff on account of the temple and for the performance 
of the necessary purificatory ceremonies a sum of Rs. 500 and 
that each side do bear its own costs.^’ 

Against that decree the appellants appealed to the High 
Court of Judicature at Madras. 

On May 2 ^ 1901, a petition signed by the plaintiff and the 
appellants, was preferred, on behalf of the latter, to the High 
Court, in which it was stated that the parties had effected a com- 
promise of the matters in dispute in the appeal, and prayed that 
the compromise might be recorded, and a decree passed in accor- 
dance theifewith, in supercession of the decree of the Court of 
the Subordinate Judge. 

The material part of the agreement of compromise, a copy 
of which was annexed to the petition, was^as follows : — 

“ Whereas the plaintiff instituted the above suit and ob- 
tained a decree therein declaring that neither the defendants nor 
other members of their community living at Kamuty are entitled 
to enter into any part of the temple of Minakshisundareswaral at 
Kamuty, subject to the trusteeship of the plaintiff and in his 
possession and permanently restraining the defendants and their 
fellow castemen at Kamuty from entering the said temple or any 
part thereof and awarding plaintiff Rs. 500 by way of damages, 
and the defendants have preferred the said appeal No. ii of 
1900 against that decree to the High Court of Judicature at 
Madras and it is extremely uncertain as to what the result of 
the said appeal will be, whereas the plaintiff on full and further 
enquiry is satisfied that as a matter of fact the defendants and 
their caste people have enjoyed the right of access to and of 
worshipping in the temples of Ramnad Zemindary including the 
plaint temple at Kamuty in the same manner and to the same 
extent as the Vellala, Chetti and other Sudra sects of the Hindu 
community have enjoyed and that the defendants’ caste people 
have always enjoyed and do still enjoy the aforesaid right of 
access and worship with reference to similar temples situated 
elsewhere than in the Ramnad Zemindary, whereas the plaintiff 
is advised and instructed that according to the Hindu Sastras the 
people of defendants’ caste are entitled to the said right ot 
access and worship with respect to all Hindu temples and where- 
as the plaintiff has ascertained that the sentiments of the gene- 
ral body of the Hindu community are in favour of the defendants’ 
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I caste people exercising their said right of access and worship in 
respect of all Hindu temples, it is hereby agreed as follows : — 

“ First, the plaintiff shall not exclude the defendants and their 
caste people from exercising their right of free access to and 
of worshipping in the said ‘temple of Kamuty but shall allow 
them to enjoy and exercise their said right of free access, and 
worship in the same manner and to the same extent as such 
rights are enjoyed and exercised by Vellala, Chetty, and other 
Sudra sects of the Hindu community. 

“ Secondly, the defendants shall enjoy and exercise their said 
rights in the same manner and to the same extent as the afore- 
said sects of the Hindu community enjoy them, and that they 
have no higher rights of access and worship in respect of the 
' temple, and that the defendants are not liable to pay the plain- 
tiff any sum of money by way of damages, and Thirdly, each 
party shall bear their own costs of the suit and the appeal. It 
is further agreed that the plaintiff and the defendants shall present 
a joint petition or petitions to the Hi^h Court praying that the said 
decree in O. S. No. 38 {sic) of 1898 on the file of the Subor- 
dinate Court of Madura (East) be reversed and that a decree be 
passed in accordance with the terms of this agreement.” 

On May 14, 1901 one Narayanasami Gurukal applied to be 
made a respondent in the ^aid appeal in order to oppose the 
said compromise ; on May 29, 1901, one Vallasamy Thever ma.de 
a similar application ; on July 18, 1901, Raja Raj eswara Dorai 
alias Muthuramalinga Dorai, the infant son and heir of the plain- 
tiff by his mother and next friend, made an application of a^ simi- 
lar nature. In the affidavits filed in support of those applications 
it was asserted that the plaintiff received monetary consideration 
for compromising the suit and that the compromise was fraudulent. 
On September 18, 1901, the High Court made an order directing 
that the t*bree applicants should be brought on record as co- 
plaintiffs. At the hearing the High Court was informed that 
the plaintiff wished to withdraw from the compromise and 
intended to oppose it. The following paragraphs occur amongst 
those giving reasons in support of that order : 

In support of the present petitions affidavits have been put 
in alleging, inier alia that the plaintiff has been influenced by 
\ corrupt motives, and by false representations, to enter into a 
comproiBise. 

“ With regard to these allegations, we may say at once that 
they are made in such terms as to be quite worthless. The charge 


P. 0. 

1908. 

Bankaralinga Nadan 

Raja Kajcswara 
Dorai. 



m 


P. 0. 

1908. 

(ankaralmga Nadau 
t. 

Baja Rajeswara 
Dorai. 


TfiJB CALCUTTA LAW JOURiCAL. [VoL. VIll 

of corruption is made in paragraphs lo and 13 of the affidavit oi 
Narayanaswami Gurukal in which he says ‘‘lam given to under- 
stand &c.’ and ‘ I am credibly informed and believe &c/ ‘ but 
the name of the informant or the source of the information is 
not given. Such an affidavit is perfectly worthless and if it were 
necessary for the petitioners to show corruption on the part ol 
the plaintiff, or that he made the compromise owing to false 
representaions, we would regard the allegations as not made oul 
by the affidavits and we would dismiss the petitions. 

“ Apart, however, from these special allegations, we think that 
a recital of the admitted facts of the litigation are sufficient t( 

justify us in making the petitioners parties.*" 

* # « * # ; 

«*«*«« 

“The first petitioner is an hereditary officiating priest o 
the temple, the second is a large land holder of the locality, th( 
third is the son of the plaintiff. All are worshippers in th( 
temple, and interested in its being kept free from defilement, an( 
the plaintiff’s son claims a special interest as being entitled t( 
succeed the plaintiff as hereditary trustee. The petitioners ar 
clearly all beneficiaries who are interested in the trust propert; 
regarding which the suit was filed. Section 437, Civil Procedur 
Code, provides that ‘ in all suits concci-ning property vested in , 
trustee, when the contention is between the persons beneficiall 
interested in such property and a third person, the trustee sha! 
represent the persons so interested, and it shall not ordinarily b 
necessary to make them parties to the suit. But the Court ma} 
if it thinks fit, order them, or any of them, to be made sue 
parties,’ The last clause is taken from 15 and 16 Vic. C. 86 ^ 
42 Rule 9 and the beneficiaries are made parties in Englan 
when the trustee is either wholly uninterested or is adverse t 
their interest (Clegg v, Rowland L. R. 3 Eq. 373, Payne 2 
Parker i. Ch. App. 327). In the former case Vice-Chancellc 
Malins said ‘ In all cases where the Court sees trustees are wholl 
uninterested in the matter and there are parties who are mate 
rially interested in the question, it will never make a decree i 
thewabsence of those parties who are alone interested in the cor 
test, but will have them brought before the Court in order ths 
those who are interested in resisting the demand, may resist it 2 
the proper time, which is the hearing of the cause.’ "^e thin 
that the principle is applicable to the present case and that w 
ought not to refuse to allow the petitioners to come in as panic 
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in order that they may be at liberty to show, if they can, that 
the Court ought not to pass a decree in accordance with the 
compromise, which, as they allege, is injurious to their interests, 
and which certainly gives up all that plaintiff has hitherto con- 
tended for on their behalf. 

‘‘ As regards the appellants’ second objection v/!ar., that the 
petitioners, if made parties, should be joined as plaintiffs in the 
suit and not merely ^s respondents in the appeal, the petitioners 
have now before us expressed their willingness to be joined in 
this way.* The petitioners have also agreed that, if joined, they 
will not claim a re-trial of the suit, but will be bound by the 
decision of this Cour^^in disposing of the appeals. We resolve 
therefcye to allow the petitions to be amended by substituting in 
each the words ‘as a Co-plaintiff’ for the words ‘as a party 
respondent in the appeal ’ and we direct that thereupon the 
petitioners be joined as co-plaintiffs in the suit on the clear 
condition that they will not ask to have the suit retried but will 
be bound by the decision in appeal.” 

The petition of May 2, 1901, praying for a decree in accord- 
ance with the terms of the compromise then came on for hear- 
ing. It was supported by the appellants alone, and opposed 
not only by the newly joined plaintiffs, but also by the original 
plaintiff, who expressed a desire to withdraw from the compro- 
mise. On September 25* 1901, the High Court dismissed the 
petition and made an order refusing to act on the compromise on 
the ground that it was a breach of trust on the part of the 
trustee of the temple, and as such was unlawful under the provi- 
sions of section 375 of the Civil Procedure Code. Benson and 
Boddam, JJ. who made the order, after stating the facts, 
observed that the mere withdrawal of the original plaintiff who 
signed the compromise would, by itself, be no ground for refus- 
ing to givewa decree in accordance with it (T. L. R. 8 Mad. 
482 and 9 Mad. 103) and proceeded as follows. 

“Considering the evidence on the record as to the manner 
in which the claims of the Shanars’are viewed by the non-Shanar 
castes it is not easy to reconcile this vol^e face with bona-fides on 
the part of the plaintiff. 

“ The pTetition recites that the change of view is the result of 
‘ full and further enquiry,’ but there is nothing to show hojv or 
when this was made, and the fact that the plaintiff now desires to 
withdraw from the compromise goes far to show that the alle- 
gation is without foundation. But even if the proposal to com- 
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promise were the result of an honest change of view on the part 
of the 1st plaintiff, that would not, in our opinion, affect his 
power to enter into such a compromise. In our opinion the 
proposed compromise must be regarded as essentially involving 
a breach of trust on the plaintiff^s part. He is not acting in this 
matter for himself alone, nor is he dealing with his own property. 
He is acting for the general body of worshippers in the temple, 
and he is dealing with what are matters of the most vital interest 
to them. 

“ It has been judicially established before the Subordinate 
Judge that the defendants ‘ belong to a class which under custom 
and the Shastras are prohibited from entering the plaint temple ’ 
and that their having done so caused defilement which necess- 
itated the purificatory ceremonies. 

“That finding is binding on the plaintiff as well as on the 
defendants, and he cannot take upon himself to say ‘ I have 
made further enquiries. I am satisfied that the finding of the 
Court is wrong. I shall, therefore, allow the Shanars to enter 
the temple.’ 

“ To do this would be to ignore and alter the fundamental 
character and uses of the temple as ascertained by judicial au- 
thority. It is not in the power of the trustees to do this. This 
principle was laid down by Lord Chancellor Eldon in the case of 
the Attorney General r;. Pearson (r/ Revised Reports loi) in 
these words : — ‘ Where an institution exists for the purpose of 
religious worship, and it cannot be discovered from the deed 
declaring the trust what form or species of religious worship was 
intended, the Court can find no other means of deciding the 
question, than through the medium of an enquiry into what has 
been the usage of the congregation in respect to it ; and, if the 
usage turns out upon enquiry to be such as can be supported, I 
take it to be the duty of the Court to administer the trust in 
such a manner as best to establish the usage considering it as a 
matter of implied contract between the members of that congre- 
gation. But if, on the other hand, it turns out that the institu- 
tion was established for the express purpose of such form of 
religious worship, or the teaching of such particular doctrines, 
as thfe founder has thought most conformable to the principles of 
the Christian religion, I do not apprehend th^t it is in the power 
of individuals, having the management of that institution, at any 
time to alter the purpose for which it was founded, or to say to 
^he remaining members, ‘ We have changed our opinions and 
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who assemble in this place for the purpose of hearing the 
Hoctrines, and joining in the worship, prescribed by the founder, 
no longer enjoy the benefit he intended for you unless you 
^pform to the alteration which has taken place in our opinions/ 

“ These words, no doubt, were used with reference to the 
regulation of religious trusts .in England by the Court of Chan- 
cery, but we apprehend that, mutatts mutandis^ the Court will be 
guided by the same principles in this country. Where an 
institution exists for the purpose of religious worship but the 
exact for^n of worship, or the class for whose benefit it was 
established, cannot be discovered from the instrument creating 
the trust, (or where, as in the present case, there is no such 
instrument) the Court can find no other means of deciding those 
questiohs than through the medium of an enquiry in^o what has 
K^been the usage of the worshippers in respect thereto, and, if the 
usage is a lawful one, it is the duty of the Court to support that 
usage on the suit, legally instituted, of any person interested. 
It is not in the power of individuals having the management of 
the institution to alter the purpose for which it was founded, or 
to say to the other worshippers ‘ We have changed our opinions, 
and you who resort to this place for the purpose of worshipping 
in the customary manner, shall no longer enjoy the benefit inten- 
ded for you unless you conform to the alteration which has 
taken place in our opiniorK, even to the extent of submitting to 
the presence of other worshippers who are prohibited by cust9m 
and the Shastras from entering into the temple.’ It is not in 
the power of any trustee to say this to the other worshippers in 
a temple. On the contrary, it is the duty of the trustee to 
maintain the customary usage of the institution, and if he fails 
to do so, he is in our opinion, guilty of a breach of trust, and, 
still more so, if he deliberately attempts to effect a vital change 
of usage and to make it binding on the worshippers by obtain- 
ing a decreS of the Court to establish it. 

“ The defendants, however, contend that as the decree of the 
Subordinate Judge in this case, is under appeal, the appeal opens 
up the whole question as to whether the Shanars are, or are not, 
prohibited from entering into, and worshipping in, the temple, 
and there i§ no binding decision as to what the u'^age is, •and 
therefore no breach of trust on the ist plaintiff’s part in making 
^ the agreement to admit the Shanars to the temple. * 

‘‘ This contention, it seems to us, rests on a fallacy, and is 
invalid. The appeal, no doubt, opens up the whole question for 
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the decision of the appellate Court, but, pending that decision, 
the decree of the Subordinate Judge does not cease to be binding 
on the parties. Pending that decision, they are just as much bound 
by the decree as if there was no appeal. In view, then, of the 
finding of the Subordinate Judge that the Shanars are prohibited 
by custom and by the Shastras from entering the plaint temple, 
we must hold that the proposed compromise by the ist plaintiff 
involves a breach of trust on his part and is therefore not a lawful 
compromise within the meaning of section 375 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure.” 

On February 14, 1902, the High Court delivered its judgment 
in the appeal and found that a custom excluding Shanars from 
the temple was proved ; that the custom was supported by the 
original lovy occupation of and estimation in which the Shanars 
were held ; and also by the prohibition contained in the Agama 
Shastras, prevalent in the Madura District against the entry into 
a Siva temple of persons whose profession was the manufacture 
of intoxicating liquor and climbing palmyia and cocoanut trees. 
In the result a decree was made dismissing the appeal with costs. 

Against that decree the appellants preferred an appeal to His 
Majesty in Council. The original plaintiff, having died was 
represented on the record by his son Raja Rajeswara Dorai alias 
Muthuramalinga Dorai, who became the hereditary trustee of the 
temple and had already been joined as a co-plaintiff. 


- Mr, De Gruythery K, C, and Mr. Kyjffiiiy for the appellants 
contended that the compromise was binding on the respondents 
and ought to have been enforced by the High Court ; that the 
Courjt of appeal could not substitute new plaintiffs for the 
original plaintiff ; that the Courts in India had wrongly held that 
Nadars as a caste were prohibited by custom from use of the 
temple ; that the Courts in India had wrongly held that Nadars 
and Shanars belonged to the same caste and that they were a 
low caste and did not belong to the twice-born classes ; and that 
Courts in India were in erfor in finding that memberc of the 
Shanar caste were not allowed by the Agama Shastras to worship 
in a Siva temple. 

Mr. Cohetiy K. C, and Mr Brown y for the respondents were 
not called upon. 

Lord Robertson : Their Lordships would humbly advise 
His Majesty that the appeal ought to be dismissed for reasons 
to be stated later on. 
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Their Lordships^ judgment giving reasons for their report 
was delivered by 

Lord Robertson. — The question between the parties is 
whether the appellants and the caste to which they belong have 
legal right to enter and worship in a temple at Kamuty. This 
temple is dedicated to the worship of Shiva, and the customary 
ceremonies of Hindu worship are there carried on. It is common 
ground between the disputants that the appellants represent a 
caste called the Nadar or Shaiiar caste. It is alleged by the 
respondents that the presence of persons belonging to the 
appellants’ caste is repugnant to the religious principles- of the 
Hindu, worship of Shiva and to the sentiments of the caste of 
Hindus who worship in this temple, and that it is contrary to 
custom in this temple. Both Courts in India have decided 
against the appellants, the judgment of the Subordinate Judge 
discussing the question in great detail and with much research, 
and the High Court at Madras resting their decision upon 
extremely comprehensible and cogeAt grounds. 

The controversy touches, but does not involve, delicate and 
abstruse questions of Hindu religious doctrine. In the view of 
their Lordships, it admits of decision upon a much more palpable 
and limited range of facts. 

First of all, the appellants, as matter of fact, worship by 
themselves in a temple of their own. Second, the result of tbe 
evidence is a complete failure to prove any resort by persons of 
the appellants’ caste to the temple in dispute. Those two facts 
not merely negative the case of the appellants that they ‘^have 

been from time immemorial participating in the pooja and 

worship” in the disputed temple, but they make easy the 
respondents’ further contention that this separation in worship 
between th^ two classes was not accidental or voluntary, but 
rested on a deeper ground. 

The evidence has been admirably analysed by the High 
Court, and their appreciation of the quality of the evidence, on 
the one side and on the other, concurring as it does with that of 
the Subordinate Judge, is entitled to the greatest weight. ^ 

The argument addressed to their Lordships was directed 
rather against the soundness of the doctrine asserted by •the 
respondents as involving the exclusion of Nadars, and it was 
endeavoured to show that there were inconsistencies in the 
respondents’ treatment of the appellants in other respects. All 
this, however, as matter of theological argument, is too rational- 


m 


P. C. 

190^ 

SSaukaralinga Kadati 

V, 

Faji Rajcswara 
Dorai. 

t. 



m 


TBJS OALGUTTA LAW JOURNAL. 


[VOL. Vfll. 


P. 0. 

Im, 

ukaraliiigA Nadaa 

Baja Kajeawara 
Dorai. 

Lord Robertson* 


istic ; while, on the other hand, it wanders from the region of 
of fact and custom. What the respondents have succeeded in 
proving is that by custom the appellants are not among the 
people for whose worship this particular temple exists, 

Their Lordships have spoken of “ the respondents,” generally ; 
but it is necessary to note the episode in the proceedings euphe- 
mistically described as the compromise.” T4ie original plaintiff 
in the suit was the Rajah who was the hereditary trustee of this 
temple, which was the temple of one of the villages in his 
;semindari. After the case had been decided in his favour by 
the Subordinate Judge, this person thought fit to profess that he 
now saw that he and the Judge were wrong ; and he asked that 
the judgment should be altered, so as to defeat his own action, 
A very sordid motive for this surrender was specifically asserted 
and has not been disproved. The Court, on being applied to, 
very properly reinforced the cause of the worshippers of the 
temple by joining certain new plaintiffs to the original plaintiff 
(whose confidence in the jiiltice of his suit had by this time 
convalesced). The principles applicable to the case of a trustee 
who thus betrays his trust by surrendering a decree have been 
well stated and applied by the High Court. 

For these reasons, their Lordship^, on the i6th June last, 
agreed humbly to advise His Majesty that the appeal ought to be 
dismissed, and ordered the appellants to pay the costs of the 
appeal, 

L J’* Appeal dismissed, 

Mr, Douglas Grant : Attorney for the Appellants. 

Metiers, Chapman — Walker and Shephard : Solicitors for the 
Respondents. 
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CRIMIN AL RE VISION. 

Bcjore Mr, Justice Stephen and Mr, Justice Ho/mwood. 

* AKHIL DOME and Others 

V. 

RAM CHANDRA MANDAL.* 

Criminal Procedure Cod^ (Act V.of 1S9S)^ sect ton 32S — Transfer 0 / case h if 

District Magistrate — Case remamlcd by Sessions Judge — Xotiee to accused 

person. 

The District Magistrate has no juriSiliction to transfer a case from the tile 
of a Subordinate Magistrate to whom it has been rcmaiulc<l by the Sessions 
Judge for further enquiiy and less so, if he gives no notice to the other side. 

Rule obtaiued by the accused persons. 

Case under section 471 Indian Penal Code, 

The material facts and argumentb appear sufliciently from the 
judgment. 

Babu Joy Gopal Ghosha for the Petitioners. 

Babu Atul Krihna Roy for the Opposite Party. 

The following judgment was delivered : — 

In this case the Magistrate discharged a man charged before 
him under section 471 Indian Penal Code. On the matter 
coming before the Sessions Judge he directed that the case 
should go back to the Magistrate and that he should proceed 
with it from the point at which he had left off. The District 
Magistrate was applied to for transfer of the case and accordingly 
made the order which is the subject of this rule. By that order 
he doubted the legality of the order of the Sessions Judge, which 
he had no jurisdiction to do, and which order was in fact perfectly 
correct. He also transferred the case from the file of the 
Magistrate to whom the Sessions Judge had sent it by his order. 
This he h*d no jurisdiction at all to do. Not only had he no 
jurisdiction to act as he did, but he appears to have acted 
throughout without any notice to the other side. 

The result is that this Rule must be made absolute and the 
order of the District Magistrate set aside, and if it is desired in 
any way to vary the order of the Sessions Judge that musf be 
effected by an application to the Sessions Judge himself and not 
the District Magistrate. • 

N. K. B. ^ Rule made absolute. Order of transfer set aside, 

♦ Crfminal# Revisioif case No<- 443 of 1908 against the order of D. Wetton 
Esq., Magistrate of Midoapore, dat^ the 16th March 1908. 


CalMlNAIi. 
1908. 
May^ tS, 
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Before Mr. Justice Mitra and Mr. Justice Caspersf^ 

RAM NARAIN SAHU 
vs. 

KAILASH SINGH and othkks.* 

Cf’tnitHul ProctdiLre Code ( Act V of ISOS)^ section 143 — Division of crops — 
Magistrate^ jur isdict ion of 

A Mauistratc has no jurisdiction to order a <hviHion of the crops on the 
land, subject matter of piocccdings under section 14.3, Criminal Piocedme Code, 
between the parties. 

Rule obtuined by the Ist Piirty. 

Proceedings und(‘r section 115 C’rimintd Procedure Code. 

The material facts appear from the judgment. 

BabuMakhan Lai for the 2nd Party. 

Babu Dasarathi Sanyal for the ist Party. 

The Judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Mitra J- — These are two rules arising out of the same 
order of the Sub-divisional Magistrate of Sasaram dated the 2oth 
March 1907, There was a dispute as to the possession of land, 
but no proceeding under Section 145 Criminal Procedure Code, 
was drawn up in the matter before the 29th January 1 907. Crops on 
the land in dispute were then ripe and tit to be reaped and they 
were actually reaped. 1 he Subdivisional oOicer, in order to avoid 
a breach of peace, attached the paddy and kept it in Police cus- 
tody and directed the parties to go to the Civil Court to establish 
their right to it. He had no authority under the law to do so. 
He discovered his mistake and on the 29th January 1907 he drew 
up a proceeding under Sec. 145 Criminal Procedure Code. The 
materials before the Court clearly shew that there was a dispute 
between the parties which might result in a breach of peace. 

We think that the irregularities of the previous proceedings 
do not vitiate the order of the 29th January 1907. This is not 
a case in which it can be said that there was no material before 
the Court to come to the conclusion that there was a likelihood 
of breach of peace. 

We accordingly discharge the first Rule, Rule No. 398. 

The second Rule (Rule No. 505) was issued at the instance 
of the party declared to be in possession. The Sub-divisional 
Magistrate directed that the crops which had already been in his 
custody should be divided half and half between the parties knd 

• Criminal Rules Nos. $9S and 505 of 1907 agamil the oidtf of Babu- f|rij 
Bansi Sahai, Sub-divisional Magistrate of Sassersm. Sbababs^ dated t be SOth 
March 1007. 
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if the second party did not agree to accept the half, the whole of 
the cr^ should be made over to the first party. 

A^agistrate dealing with a case under Section 145 Criminal 
Procedure Code, cannot direct division of the crops. The party 
declared to be in possession of the disputed land is entitled to 
the crops attached under Sub-Section 4 of Section 145, Criminal 
Procedure Code. The portion of the order which relates to the 
division of the crop^ is therefore set aside. The second Rule 
(No. 505 of IQ07) is "accordingl)' made absolute. 

I\ttlc X>i. 

N K It made ahsulttte. 


Criminal. 

1907 . 

Knm Naroin Saha 
Kailash Singh. 
Mitra^ J, 


Bn fare Mr fit st ice (^eidt mid Mi Justue Wuudtufje 
In le JAUL a\i> oihi-ks * 

Cnnufuil Proetfhtre CikIc (Act I of tSU^). Sr. 1 i'2 — Srrunttj for qood 
hrltfH (ON r — • I’afit' — lhM'( 1 1 io(t of M<nj(xt ratr. 

The ‘ uiifitnc8s’ of a surety umlei section 122, C'liiuinal rrocediiie Coile, 
H not limitc<l to pecuniaiy unfitness. 

The question as to hetlier a paitic'ulai ix'ison is ‘fit’ or init is for the 
Magistrate to decule. The iiiattei is loft to In'* «hsorotion, whieh is not ft'ttensl 
in any >^ay. 

Ahnunth MohiJitK \. ( 1 ) and UaN( Prixlnui \ TItr hi mi Kmprror (2) 

«listinguishe<l. 

llule obtainod by the ordered to lind .security for 

good behaviour. 

The petition was directed only against the portion of the 
Magistrate’s order by which he refused to accept as fit the persons 
tendered as sureties. • 

Balm Sarat Chandra Lahiri for the Petitioners. 

The follow'ing judgmcMit.s were delivered : 

Woodroffe J. — in this case, the Magistrate says that in his 
opinion the Sureties appear to be unfif% *This is a case of sureties 
for good behaviour. 

Section 122, Criminal Procedure Code, says that a Magistrate 
may refuse to accept any surety for good beha^ur offered under 
this Chapter on the ground that, for reasons to be recorded by 
the Magistrate such surety is an unfit person. The Magisti^te 
therefore has to determine in each case whether a person offered 

••Criminal Rule No. 89 of 1908 against the order of V. Dawaon Esq,, 
Snb>divi8ion»l Magistrate of Narayangungc, Dacca. 

(I) (19001 4 0 . W. X hn (2) (1902) 0 C. W. X. 093. 


(MilMlNAL. 


1908 . 

March, 2iK 
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as surety is a fit or unfit person : and as regards this matter, the 
Legislature has given him a discretion. The Legislature has not 
particularised any kind of unfitness. It has left the natter to 
the discretion of the lower Court, though this Court will in a case 
consider, (according to its own circumstances), whether thak^order 
passed by the Magistrate is a reasonable order to make or not. 

In my opinion this is not a case in which we should interfere. 
It has, however, been suggested that we are bound to do so by 
virtue of two reported decisions which Ifave been cited to us. 
The first is contained in /^am Pershad v. The King Emperor (i) 
and the other in Abinash Malakar v. Empress (2). In my opinion, 
in all cases, what we should first look to, are the words of the 
Statute itself. I doubt whether a reported decision upon a 
matter of ^he kind, now before us is binding, unless possiWy where 
the circumstances are in all respects the same as those referred to 
in the reported decisions which are relied upon as an authority. 

However that may be, I am of opinion that these two cases 
do not conclude us. In the first place, I have to point out that 
the decision in Enm Pershad v. The King Emprcror (i) is obiter 
dictum. The learned Judges say this that under the circums- 
tances stated they have no alternative but to discharge the Rule. 
They then proceed with certain observations which have been 
relied upon. They say also this that as regards the question 
of residents or non-residents, we may refer the Deputy Magistrate 
tp the case of Abinash Malakar v. The EmpressT {2) If we refer 
to that case, we find that the learned Judges there decided on 
the facts of that particular case that the Magistrate was not 
justified in refusing the sureties simply because they lived at a 
great distance from the house of one Abinash Malakar and 
therefore they could not be expected to exercise due supervision 
over his doings. They considered in that case that the reasons 
were not sufficient to refuse the sureties. They then make cer- 
tain general observations which if binding at all upon a matter 
which is one of discretion, bind only upon the same state of facts. 
The facts are however not the same here. The Magistrate con- 
siders having ^ard to all the circumstances, one of which is 
the question of control, that the persons offered as sureties are 
nOv fit persons and has refused to accept them. 

I would, therefore, discharge the Rule. 

Geidt J.~~I agree. 

I am unable to accede to the contention of the learned 
tl) 11902) 6 C. W. N 603. . (2) (lOOffl 4 O. WnK. 79T. 
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pleader who has appeared for the petitioner that the word “unfit” 
in Sec. 122 Criminal Procedure Code has reference only to the 
pecuniary position of the person who offers himself as surety. 
The word ‘unfit’ does not, in ordinary language, connote that 
idea. If we look at Sec. 513 Qriminal Procedure Code we find 
that whereas in an ordin.ary case a Magisrate may accept a 
deposit of money in place of a surety, an exception is made, 
where a person is called on to furnish security for good behaviour. 
In my opinion, the unfitness referred to in Sec. 122 Criminal 
Procedure Code, though it may not exclude the idea of pecuniary 
unfitness, is more concerned with the idea of moral unfitness. I 
therefore agree with the order proposed hy my learned brother. 

N K u. • /Cti/r i/^\( 


2 ir> 

Criminal. 

1908, 

In rf Jalil. 
lI'jHk/w/fii*, J, 


CTVTT. IIUIM. 


ncjuir M). Yfn/irr Brett and Mt. Justin' Muiikcijce 

OM.XTUf. MKDIII 


KULSrM * 


Loud n,yf,.drnitou Art (V 11 II, C. of .Sw. /•?, VS, 1,2, 1,1,- Itnjud nitiou 

of JUDUO, Clolhu'tot s jiouoi' tit oPdff' — Cou ft u't nuf ohiunx — Ih fot ouco to Ottil 
Cou)t \ohnt to xt oti‘ — Pox'(('*Hiou — W tdoin m pox'o'X'tton in hen of doiror — 
lit fp} euv(\ u'l'ffjulov it ud coufini't/ to Loio — Ilitih ('omt'x junopv of I’Piixiou 
~f ltd Procpdinc Code {XIV of 1SS2) Spp, 022- (It/tpp ipuipdtj ojtpn to 
ntlijnpfpd pa it I/. 


'i- Ttefort* a C(»llcctor c.an order the n.ann* of an apjdieant to l>e ro^iRterts! 
under the Land Resist i at ion Aet as pnipnetoi of an estate or of any interest 
therein, he must satisfy liimself that the p(»ssessn>n exists or that tlie alleged 
succession or transfer has taken place an«l that the applicant has acquired poss- 
ession in accordance with such succession or transfer but not otherwise. The 
determination of •the question of possession alone is sufficicDt when the appli- 
cant claims to have assumeil ( harge as joint proprietor on behalf of his eo- 
aharers or as.raanager When the applicant claims to be proprietor by succes- 
sion or transfer, the Collector has to satisfy ‘himself that the succession or 
transfer has taken place and that the applieant is in possessf^p accordingly. In 
this latter case, the applicant can not succeed unless Ixith the elements arc 
established. • 

If there 18 a dispute as to the possession, sucecssion or acquisition by 
^nsfer, by the applicant, of the extent of interest in respect of which be his 
*<|rphed to be registered, the Collector should, in the first instance, try to satisfy 
himself, whethe/ any person is in possession of the interest in dispute. If it is 


o 1 * 1907, against the decision of Babu A, 0. 

Bubordinate Judge of Patna, dated the 29th June 1907. 
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not proved to the satisfaction of the Collector that any person is in possession 
of the interest in dispate, the Collector may adopt one of two courses. He may 
either himself determine summaiily the right to possession, deliver possession 
accordingly, and make the necessary entry in the Register or he may make a 4 
reference to the Civil Court which may determine summarily the right to poss- 
ession and deliver possession accordingly. ^ 

Jiuthhjf i\ Dixon (1) distinguished. 

It is not enough for the Collector to repeU the language of Section 55 of 
the Land Registration Act and to say that m his opinion the dispute ought to 
be propel ly determined by a Civil Court. He must state that it is not proved 
to Ins satisfaction that any pnsoii is in possession of the interest in dispute. 

When a person has proprietory interest in land and as such is entitled to 
receive rent, he is in possession of his interst if he is in receipt of rent, while 
his tenant who is in actual o'cupition has pissession which, in a sense, is the 
possession of the landloid or superior proprietor. 

SenrtaVfi of State r, Krinhnamoui (2) referred to. 

Where the onlei of reference by the Colh'etor to the Civil Court shows iJn 
the face of it that he dul not diiect his attention to tlie (jiiestion vvhetlioi any 
person was in possession of the interest in diNpute 

//e/d— Tliat the refneiice was iiregulai and in contravention of the piovi- 
Hions of section 55 of the 1 and Registration Act. 

Wlien a Civil Court finds v^pon the facts tliat a Mahomoilan widow is in 
possesHion of the tlisputeil property, as pi Dpi letor, by leceipt of icnt, that she 
IS entitled to a laige sum of moiiev fioin tlu' estate of liei hiisb.vnd on account 
of lier dower and that slie peaceably entered into possession upon the death of 
her husband and claimed to bold pos>e«si»)u not as a vviong-doei but upon an 
asscition of title which is finma fane w’cll founded in law, it exercises ]uri8- 
diction illigally and iwith matoiial iriegularit) when it makes an order the 
hffect of which is to deteimiae the tpiestion of title and to oust her from 
possession. 

Tliougli the Civil Court ae4inres jiui'-dietion by viitne of the reference made 
by the Revenue Conit. yet one^' it has got seism of the case, it exercises its power 
ns a Civil Court, and its decision is a decision of an oidinaiv Civil Court. Hence, ^ 
the High Court has juiisdiction to interfeic citlier under section 622, Civil 
l*roccdure Coilc, or under section 15 of the Charter Act. 

The High Court can intcifeic under section r»22, Cuil Procedure Co<le, even 
though the aggrieved party has other reined v available. 

Dehi Das, r, Djaz Ilnssam (3) leferrcd to. 

Rule obtained by the Objector. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment of the Court. 


(1) (1824) 8 B and 0. 298 . 27 R. R, 362. 

(2) (1902), I. L. R. 29 Cal. 618; L. R. 29 1. A. 104. 6C. W. N.617 
(622.) 

(.3) (1906) I. L R. 28 All 72 ; 2 A. T.. J. R. 749. 
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Messrs J^ackson and Chuxvdhnry and Moult i Syed Mahomed 
Tahir for the Petitioner. 

Mr. Kinealy (^.idvocatc General)^ Mr. S. Ahmcdy and 
Monlvis Shantsnl Hilda and Mahomed Mintafa Khan for the 
Opposite Party. • 

c . A. \ . 

The judgment of the Court wa-- delivereil hy 

Mookerjee J. — The order which we are called upon to 
revise in the present Rule was made by the Subordinate Judge 
of Patna under section 59 of the Bengal Land Registration Act 
of 1876. The circumstances under which the order in question 
was made are not in controversy before this Couit and may be 
briefly outlined. One Nawab Sabdai llossain Khan, a wealthy 
/.emindar of Hasnabad m the District of Monghyr died on the 
7th August 1005. He left considerable landed properties in the 
districts of Monghyr, (j>a and Patna The petitioner who 
alleges that she was the daugliter ot the maternal uncle of Sabdar 
Hossain was married to him, and tho parties lived as husband and 
wife till the death of the former , upon the death of her husband 
she took poossession of his estates, the bulk of which was situ- 
ated in the districts of Mongh)r and (iya On the 1 ;th Novemj 
ber 1005, the jiresent opposite party, Mussamat Kulsam, 
claims to be the sister of the father of Sabdar Hossain, applid® 
for registration of her name in the Collectorate in respect of tfl|^ 
properties situated in the district of Patna, upon the allegatifij 
that as Sabdar Hossain was governed by the Sliia Law, the pet2 
tioner, his childless widow, was not entitled to the estate, and that 
she as sister of the father of the deceased had succeeded to the pro- 
perties by right of inheritance On the 9th January 1906, the widow 
Omatul Mehdi preferred objection on the ground that she was 
entitled to tthe estate by right of inheritance as the daughter of 
the maternal uncle of Sabdar Hossain, and that in any event, she 
was entitled to retain possession of^the properties till her dower, 
which was alleged to have been fixed at a sum of 5 lacs of 
Rupees and 25 gold mohurs, was satisfied out of the profits. 
The Deputy Collector heard the parties at considerable length, 
and on the 17th February 1906 made an order of reference to 
^the Civil Court under section 55 of the Land Registration Act, 
The widoYir applied to the superior revenue authorities, but the 
Cfollector, the Commissioner and the Board of Revenue success- 
ively declined to interfere. The case was then taken up by the 
Subordinate Junge of Patna, and he held what is described as a 
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summary enquiry into the question of the right to possession in 
respect of the interest in the estate in dispute, but which in subs- 
tance is as full an investigation into the question of title and 
possession as can take place in a regular suit. The Subordinate 
Judge came to the conclusion upon the evidence that the widow 
was in possession of the properties by receipt of rent from the 
lessees, that she was not entitled to the estate by right of 
inheritance, that the dower debt claimed by her did not entitle 
her to take or keep possession of the properties, that the legal 
possession in the disputed properties must be taken to be in 
Mussamat Kulsum, and that consequently the objection of the 
widov^ must be disallowed and possession delivered to the 
rightful h^eiress. The widow now seeks to have this order dis- 
charged, and upon her application the Rule under consideration 
was issued. The learned counsel who appears in support of the 
Rule, has contended that the proceedings before the Subordinate 
Judge are vitiated by two defects, namely, /irst^ that the Subordi- 
nate Judge had no jurisdiction to determine the matters in con- 
troversy as there was no valid reference to him by the Collector 
under section 55 of the Land Registration Act ; and secondly^ 
that the Subordinate Judge has acted illegally in the exercise of 
his jurisdiction, if he had any, and he ought to have held that not 
only the actual possession of the properties but also the light to 
retain possession of them till the satisfaction of the dower debt, 
was in the petitioner. It has been argued on the other hand by 
the learned Advocate General, fint, that as the Subordinate 
Judge exercised a special statutory jurisdiction 111 aid and at the 
instance of the Revenue Courts, this Court has no jurisdiction to 
revise his orders, .\\\d secondly, that the Subordinate Judge was cor- 
rect in his conclusion that the widow had no right to retain posses- 
sion, temporary or otherwise, of the disputed properties in satisfaction 
ot her claim for dower. To determine which of these contentions 
ought to prevail, it is necessary to refer for a moment to the 
leading provisions of the Land Registration Act applicable to 
the matter before us. 

Section 42 provides that every person succeeding to the 
proprietory right in, or management of, estates shall apply to 
the Collector for registration of his name and the character and 
extent of his interest as such proprietor or manager. Section 48 
provides for notice to possible objectors. Section 52 lays down 
the mode and scope of enquiry by the Collector. It provides 
that he has to ascertain the truth of the alleged possession of, 
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succession to or transfer of the estate or interest therein in respect CmL. 

of which registration is sought. Before the Collector can order 1907, 

the name of the applicant to be registeied as proprietor of the Omal^Mctihi 

estate or of any interest therein, he must satisfy himself that the r. 

possession exists or that the alleged succession or transfer has ‘ 

taken place and that the applicant has acquired possession in Moo kerjee /, 


accordance with such succession oi traiisfei but not otherwise. 
This clearly contemplates two different classes of cases. The 
determination of the question of possession alone is sufficient 
when the applicant claims to ha\e assumed charge as joint pro- 
prietor on behalf of his co-shareis oi as manager ; in such a case, 
the Collector need satisfy himself only on the one point* of the 
possession of the applicant. When, however, the applicant claims 
to be proprietor by succession oi tiansfer, the Collector has to 
satisfy himself on two points, namely that the succession or 
transfer has taken place and that the applicant is in possession 
accordingly. In this latter case, theieforc, the applicant can noi 
succeed unless both the elements are established. If the succession 
or transfer is pioved, but possession is found against the appli- 
cant, his name cannot be registered, or, conversely, if possession 
alone is proved, but the succession or transfer is not established, 
that is, if the possession proved is not attributable to the title 
set up, the application for •registration must be refused. Section 
55 next deals with cases of dispute as to possession, successiijn, 
or, acquisition by transfer. This section provides that if theie 
IS a dispute as to the possession, succession, oi, acquisition by 
transfer, by the applicant, of the extent of inteiest in respect of 
which he has applied to be legisteied, the Collector must, in the 
first instance, try to satisfy himself, whether any person is in 
possession of the interest in dispute If it is not proved to the 
satisfaction of the Collector that any person is in possession of 
the interesf in dispute, the Collector may adfipt one of two cour- 
ses. He may either himself determine summarily the right to 
possession, deliver possession accordingly, and make the necess- 
ary entry in the register, or, if, in his opinion, the dispute is of a 
character which is properly determinable by a Civil Court, he 
shall refer the matter in dispute to the principal Civil Coifft of 
the district, for determination. It is obvious, therefore, thaj the 
first duty of the Collector in the case of dispute is to determine 
whether ‘any person is in possession of the disputed interest. If 
possession is found to be with any person, the Collector has no 
jurisdiction summarily to oust him. This is manifest from the 
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alteration which was made in section 55 of the Land Registration 
Act by section i of Act V of 1878. Uuder section 55 as it stood 
in Act VII of 1876 in its unamended form, the Collector was en- 
titled to determine summarily the right to possession, if the 
possession of the applicant in accordance with his application 
was not proved to his satisfaction. Under such a provision of 
the law, it might be open to the Collector to determine summa- 
rily the right to possession and deliver possession accordingly, so 
as to oust the third person. In the present amended form of 
section 55, however, the Collector is entitled to determine sum- 
marily the right to possession or make a reference to the Civil 
Court for the same purpose, only if no one is proved to be in 
possession of the interest in dispute. The essential pre-requisite 
for a reference to the Civil Court by the Collector is, therefore, 
an investigation by him into the question of possession and a 
conclusion that no body is proved to his satisfaction to be in 
possesion. In the case before us, there was no such investigation 
by the Collector. The ordei; of reference which he made shows, 
on the face of it, that he did not direct his attention to the 
question, whether any person was in possession of the interest 
in dispute. It follows, therefore, that the reference was irregu- 
lar and in contravention of the provisions of section 55. We 
may add that section 58 lays down 'the procedure when a refe- 
rence has to be made under section 55 and one of the heads 
upon which the collector has to furnish information to the 
Civil Court is, “ the circumstances of the case, as far as they are 
before the Court and the re.asons which have led him to 
make the reference.” It is not enough for the Collector to 
repeat the language of section 55 and to say that in his ' 
opinion the dispute ought to be properly determined by a 
Civil Court. He must state that it is not proved to his satisfac- 
tion that any person is in possession of the interest in dispute. 

Section 50 next defines the procedure before the Civil Court 
on receipt of reference. The Civil Court is to determine 
summarily the right to possession in respect of the interest in 
dispute, subject to a regular suit, and to deliver possession 
accordingly. Section 62 provides that the summaiy decision of 
the Court under section 59 shall have no other effect than that 
of settling the actual possession, but for such purposes it shall be 
final and not subject to any appeal or order for review. * 

Upon a review of these provisions of the Land Registration 
Act, the following conclusion appears to us to be reasonably plain. 
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When a person alleges that he has by succession, as in the 
present case, acquired an interest in an estate and is in possession 
of such interest, and on this basis, seeks registration of his name, 
if his claim is disputed by any other person who sets up a 
conflicting claim in respect of the same interest, the Collector 
must enter into the question of possession. If he finds that 
possession is with the applicant and that the title set up is also 
proved, he may enter his name in the register. If, however, it is 
not proved to his satisfaction that anv person is in possession of 
the disputed interest, he may either determine summarily the 
right to possession and deliver possession accoulingly, or he may 
make a reference to the Civil Court which may determine 
summarily the right to possession and dehxer possession 
accordfngly. The learned Advocate (General contegded that in 
section the term ‘ possession’ means ‘ law fill possession , in 
other words, that if the title of a person is established, the 
possession under section 5 ^ must he assumed to be in him in 
the eye of law, e%en though the actual possession may be with 
some one else He furtiier contei'^ded that it is not merely open 
to the Collector, but it is his duty to determine, m eveiy case, 
the right to possession and to place the rightful ownei in posses- 
sion, so as to oust the person wlio is actually in occupation. 
This contention, however, is contiary to the provisions of 
section C2 which, as we liiixe stated already, show clearly that 
the Collector must not only satisfy himself that the alleged 
succession or transfer has taken place but also that the applicant 
has acquired possession in accordance with such succession or 
transfer. If, as is contended by the learned Advocate (ieneral, 
whenever it is found that A has succeeded to the estate of B or 
has obtained it by a transfer, it follows as a matter of law that A 
has acquired possession thereof, it would be wholly unnecessary 
for the Legislature to provide in section 52, as it has done, that 
the Collector must satisfy himself as to both the elements, 
namely, succession or transfer and the acquisition of posses- 
sion in accordance with such succession or transfer. Section 52 
shows plainly that unless both the elements are established, 
the Collector cannot order the name of the applicant to be 
registered. • Reliance was, however, placed by the learned 
Advocate General upon the case of Bushby v. Dixon ^i) in 
* which it was ruled by the Court of King’s Bench that where 
a freehold land in the occupation of a tenant for years, passes by 
(1) (1824) 3 B k C. 298 ; 27 R. R. 302, 
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descent, the heir is immediately seised in fact, and this is not 
altered by the occupier paying rent by mistake to another. Mr. 
Justice Bayley stated that where there is no one in possession at 
the death of the ancestor, there must be an actual entry b}” the 
heir to give him the seisin in fact ; but when there is a tenant, his 
possession becomes that of the heir, ’immediately on the death of 
the ancestor ; the subsequent misconduct of the tenant in paying 
rent to another person or the mistake of the heir as to his right, 
cannot be to alter the nature of the seisin which he had before. 
This decision founded on the ancient learning of the seisin may be 
treated as good law, and was in fact relied upon by Lord Selborne 
in Lyall v. Kennedy (i) But it has no application to the present 
case, ft may be conceded that under the Land Registration 
Act, a person who claims to have acquired an interest in an estate 
by succession or transfer and to be in possession by virtue of such 
title, is not entitled to be registered merely upon proof of posses- 
sion. He must show that his possession is not wrongful and is 
attributable to the title which he sets up. But it does 
not follow, conversely, that, if he proves his title merely, but 
not his possession, he is entitled to have his name registered. 
As a wrong-doer in possession is not entitled to claim regis- 
tration, so the rightful owner, if out of possession, is not 
entitled to claim registration merely on the ground that the legal 
possession is in him To hold other\L'se, would be to ignore 
the, clear distinction between possession and right to possession, 
w’hich is recognised in sections 52 and 55 In the case before us, 
it bas been found that the petitioner, the widow', is in possession 
of the estate by receipt of rent from the lessees. It is not quite 
accurate to describe this as constructive possession In the case 
of /emindaries w'here the proprietor can be in possession only b}^ 
receipt of rent, he is in actual possession of his interest, if he is 
in receipt of rent. The zemindar’s possession of the right to 
collect rent from the tenants in occupation is actual possession of 
a tangible property. [Satbananda Basn Mozumdar v Pran Snnker 
Roy Chowdhttn (2), Sarb Xaraiti Sin^s^h v Btrj Mohnn Thakni (3) 
when a person has proprietory interest in land and as such is 
entitled to receive rent, he is in possession of his interest if he is 
in receipt of rent, while his tenant who is in actual occupation 
has {jossession which, in a sense, is the possession of the landlord 
or superior proprietor [see the observation of Lord Davey in 

(1) (1890) 14 App. Ca». 437 (566), (2) (1888) I. L. R. 16 Calc. 627. 

(3) (1896) r. L. K. 23 Calc. 80 
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Secretary of State for Jtttiia v. Krishnamotti Gupta (i)]. If, 
therefore, a proprietor finds that the rent receivable by him is 
intercepted by' some other person, he is dispossessed of his in* 
terest in the land. He loses possession, because the only mode 
of enjoyment by which that possession can be held, ceases to be 
available by the act of the trespasser. If this principle be applied to 
the facts found by the Subordinate Judge in this case, what is the 
position ? There can be no possible controversy that the widow 
is in possession of the proprietory interest in the disputed 
properties. The question, therefore, arises whether her possession 
is lawful. If may be observed that she sets up what is prima facie 
a good title to possession. She alleges that she is entitled to a large 
sum of money as dower. According to her case, the amount is 
5 lacs of l^upees and 25 gold inohurs. According to the finding 
of the Subordinate Judge, it ib at least 41,000 Rs. and one gold 
mohur. Whatever the precise amount may be, as to which a 
determination is not necessary for our present purposes, she 
contends that she is entitled to remain in possession till the dower 
debt has been satisfied. There is a considerable body of high 
authority in support of this view. [Seethe decisions of their 
Lordships of the Judicial Committee in .tmccraofi Alssa aud 
rdhets V. Mooradoon iXissa (2) and A\fussumat Bebee Bar hint v. 
Shctkh Hamid (3),] According to these cases, when a widow is in 
possession of the undistributed property of her deceased husband, 
having obtained such possession lawfully and without 
force or fraud, and her dower or any portion of it is due 
and unpaid, she is entitled, as against the other heirs of her 
husband, to retain such possession until her dower debt is paid. 
But she must account for all profits received by her, and she 
cannot, in her capacity as creditor, transfer, sell, or mortgage 
the property, so as to affect their shares. It may be conceded 
that there has been some divergence of judicial opinion upon 
this point, as is indicated by the decisions of the learned Judges 
of the High Court in Amanatainniissa v. Bashitun- 

nissa (4) and Mahammad Karimtillah Khan v. Amani Bcgam (5). 
There is no foundation, however, for any suggestion that the 
widow has taken possession of the estate by force or fraud. Her 
possession is prima facie lawful. If, therefore, she is in fact^in 

^ 0) (1902) I. L. R. 29 rale- 518, 6 C. W. N. 617 (622). • 

(2) (I855)^6M. 1. A. 211. 

(3) (187l)*14 M. I. A. 377 ; 10 B. L. U. 4.5. 

(4) (1894) 1. L R, 17 All. 77 (5) (189.5) I. L R. 17 All. 93. 
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possession as found by the Subordinate Judge, if such possession 
was not obtained by force or fraud, if she came into possession 
peaceably, and if the possession can be attributed to a claim of A 
title prtma facie well-founded in law, it is not easy to perceive 
upon what ostensible ground it can be suggested that she is not 
in such possession of the property, as the Revenue Courts will 
recognise for purposes of registration. It could never have been 
intended that either the Revenue Courts cr the Civil Court on a 
reference by the Revenue Court, should enter into a minute 
examination of the authorities upon a difficult question of 
Mahomedan Law, and while professing to decide summarily the 
right -to possession, practically come to a decision upon the 
question of title, as elaborate and exhaustive as in a regular suit. 

We must consequently hold that the order of reference made by ^ 
the Collector in this case was in itself irregular and that the 
Subordinate Judge upon the reference has exercised his jurisdic- 
tion illegally and with material irregularity When he found 
upon the facts that the widow is in possession of the disputed 
property, as proprietor, by receipt of rent, that she is entitled 
to a large sum of money from the estate of her husband on 
account of her dower and that she peaceably entered into 
possession upon the death of her husband and claims to hold 
possession not as a wrong-doer but. upon an assertion of title 
which is prima facte supported by judicial decisions of the 
highest authority, he ought not to have made an order the 
effect of which is to* determine the question of title and to oust 
her from possession. 

1 he only other point to which a reference is necessary is the 
question of the jurisdiction of this Court to revise the order of 
the Subordinate Judge. It was contended by the learned 
Advocate General that the order in question is made in the 
exercise of a special statutory jurisdiction and is consequently 
not an order in a “ case” in which this Court can exercise its 
revisional powers under section 622 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

In our opinion there is no foundation for this contention. No 
doubt, the Civil Court acquires jurisdiction by virtue of the 
reference made by the Revenue Court ; but once the Civil Court 
has got seizin of the case, it exercises its powers as a Civil Court. 

It determines the question referred to it and delivers possession 
accordingly. It does not make a report to the Revenue Court to 
enable the latter to pass the final orders. Its decision must be 
taken to be the decision of an ordinary' Civil Court, to which it 
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is competent for it to give effect. The mere fact that the 
exercise of its jurisdiction is initiated by a reference from the 
Revenue Court does not make the exercise of jurisdiction by it 
equivalent to an exercise of jvnisdiction by the Revenue Court ; 
nor can we legitimately attribute to the proceedings before it 
the character of a proceeding before a Revenue Court. This is 
borne out by the provision of section 6: which expressly bars an 
appeal and a review.# Such a restriction would not have been 
necessary, unless the order of the Civil Court was one which 
without such bar would be appealable or open to review under 
the provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure. In this view of 
the matter, this Court has clearly jurisdiction to interfere either 
under section 622 of the Code of Civil Procedure or under 
section 15 of the Charter Act. There can he no’question. 
therefore, as to the competency of this Court to interfere, m the 
exercise of its revisional powers. It was suggested, however, 
that as the petitioner has her remedy bv a regular suit, this 
Court ought not to interfere. No doubt, the ordinary rule is 
that where an aggrieved party has Ather remedy available, this 
Court is unwilling to interfere ; but it is unquestionable, that 
even if there be such remedy, this Court may interlere in e.vcep* 
tional cases [Dchi Das v. Hjaz IDscin (i)], and upon the facts of 
the present case, we are ^satisfied that the exercise of our 
revisional powers is justified. 

The result, therefore, is that this Rule must be made absolute’; 
the order of the Subordinate Judge will be discharged and the 
petitioner will be maintained in possession pending the decision 
of the question of title in controversy between the parties*in a 
regular suit as contemplated by the Land Registration Act. We 
further direct the Subordinate Judge to certify accordingly to the 
Collector under section 63 of the Land Registration Act. 

The petitioner is entitled to the costs of this Rule. We assess 
the hearing fee at 10 gold mohurs. 

A. T. M. • Dulc made absolute. 
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(1) (1905) I. L. H. 28 All. 72. 
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Before Mr, Justice Mitra and Mr, Justice Caspersz, 
HARIHAR PERSHAD SINGH 

V, 

MATHURA LAL and others.* 

Cit'd Procedure Code (XIV of 1882) Sec. 461 — Object — Withdrawal of money 
depoeited^ appUcations for — Joint Ilmdu family — Mitakshara school — 
Managing member^ rights of Joint brothei's — Surety bond, 

A managing member of a joint family, governed by the Mitakshara system 
of Hindu Law, who was appointed guardian ad litem of his minor brother for 
the purpose of a rent suit in which both the brothers obtained a decree for 
arrears of rent against their tenant, can withdiaw the money deposited in 
Court by the tenant to the credit of himself and the minor, without obtaining 
leave of the Court under section 461 of the Code of Civil Procedurcj 

Per Mitra, J. — A managing member is the accredited agent of the family 
and can do all acts, beneficial to and necessaiy for the family. The introduc- 
tion of the infant member of the family under the representation of the 
managing member as a next friend was merely formal, a matter of procedure, 
and was not necessary so far as the substantive rights were concerned. 

Section 161 of the Code of Civil Procedure does not contemplate an 
execution of a bond for an indefinite amount or for the benefit of a co-parcener. 

Per Caspers:, /.—The object of bcction 461 of the Code of Civil Pioce- 
dure 18 to protect property received by guardians ad litem on behalf of the 
minors they repiescnt. There is nothing in the ^^old8 of the section from 
which any exception may be deduced. 

The managing mcnibei of a Mitakshara family cannot sue without 
joining the other nicmbeis as parties to the suit. There may be cases in which 
It manager alone cun sue to recover rent for example, if he has given a lease in 
his own name, and the suit for rent due in terms of the lease. 

Kattushcri Pishareth v. Vallotil Manakcl (1) referred to.f 
Joint brothers cannot be sureties, one of another, m a Mitakshara family. 
Hence the adult plaintiff cannot be called upon to furnish security m respect 
of money to be received by him on behalf of his minor biothcr who was made 
a oo.plaintiff in order to obtain a joint decree for rent 

Application by the Plaintiff. 

Application to withdraw money depofcited in ^Court by the 
tenant. 

The facts appear sufficiently from the judgment. 

Babu jogendra Chandra Ghose for the Petitioner. 

No one for the Opposite party. 

c. A. V. 

• Civil Rule No. 2 of 1908, against the order of Babu Satkari Haidar 
Mqnaiff of Arrah, District Shahabad, dated the 14th June 1907. passed m Suit 
Na 1082 of 1906 of that Court. ' ^ ** 

(1) (1881) I. L. B. 3 Mad. 284. 

t [See also Mir Tapurak Hossein v. Gopi JS'arayan (1907) 7 a L. J. 261 at 
260 and Shamrathi Singh v. Xishan Prasad (IW) 1 L. B. 29 All. 311— Rep. j 
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The judgments of the Court were ae follows : 

Hitra J. — Harihar Pershad Singh and Bhaskar Pershad Singh 
are brothers, members of a joint family governed by the Mitak- 
shara system of Hindu law. Harihar Pershad is an adult and is 
the managing member ; Bhaskar Pershad is a minor. The brothers 
instituted a suit for rent against one of their tenants in the Couit 
of the Munsiff at Arrah, Bhaskar Pershad being represented in 
the suit by his brotfier as ne.Kt friend. They obtained a decree 
for rent and the tenant defendant deposited the amount of the 
decree in Court to their credit. Thereafter, they applied for 
the withdrawal of the amount, but the Munsiff declined to make 
an order for payment, on the ground that no order for payment 
could be made until the next friend of the minor plaintiff had 
complied with the provisions of aection 461 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure by obtaining leave of the Court to receive the money 
and by filing a security bond for the protection ot the minor’s 
interest. 

The order of the Munsiff was appealed from to the District 
Judge of Shahabad, but no appeal lay to him, and he referred 
the matter to this Court in its administrative capacity for direc- 
tion in this case and in similar cases which are of constant 
occurrence. The Court, however, declined in its administrative 
capacity to determine the lorrectness or otherwise of a judicial 
order and to give any general directions. . 

The present application was made under section 622 of the 
Code for revision of the order ot the Munsiff, and a rule was 
issued. No cause has been shown. ^ 

Harihar Pershad is the managing member of the joint family, 
and he represents it, and though, according to the rules of 
procedure in this Province, his minor brother is a necessary 
party in suits for rent, and was properly added as a co-plaintiff 
in the present suit, his absence from it as a paity would not, 
according to the well-established principle of Hindu law regard- 
ing joint families detract from the wight of the managing member, 
the accredited agent of the family, to do all acts beneficial to 
and necessary for the family including the withdrawal of money 
deposited ii\ Court to its credit The introduction of the infant 
member of the family under the representation of the managing 
member as a next friend was merely formal, a matter of procedure, 
and was not necessary so far as the substantive rights were 
concerned. 

The legal constitution under Hindu law of a joint family 
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governed by the Mitakshara system is such that a co-parcener 
has no defined share in the family property ; the co-parceners 
are in the nature of a body corporate with joint rights, followed, 
on the death of a member, by survivorship. The interest of a 
co-parcener is not capable of definition, it being under a constant 
liability to variation on the birth of a new member or the death 
of an existing member. In the case of the birth of a male 
member, he acquires an interest at once by bi**th, and supposing 
money were deposited in Court to the credit of the family repre- 
sented at the date of the decree in a suit by the then living 
members, the new member would at once acquire {an interest in 
it, thu& decreasing the definable shares of the other co-parceners. 
On the other hand, the death of a co-parcener increa'^es the 
definable shares ; such variation, however, is not due to legal 
representation in the sense that the words are ordinarily used, 
but owing to the rule of survivorship. 

The fact that a minor member has no defined share, that it 
cannot be said at any time before partition what is the precise 
interest of a minor plaintiff’ in money deposited in Court when 
he has sued with the adult managing member, takes the case 
out of the purview of section 461 That section was not framed 
with an eye to the peculiar constitution of joint Hindu families. 
The minor plaintiff’s share in the amount deposited in Court 
being undetermined, the bond would have to be, if any weie, 
executed for an indefinite amount ; but such a contingency, as 
also the execution of the bond itself for the benefit of a 
co-parcener, are opposed to the spirit and language of section 461. 
It would appear that in framing section 461, attention was not 
given to the peculiar constitution of joint Hindu families governed 
by the Mitakshara School 

In Sham Knar v. Mohamnuia Sahay (i), the Court held that 
a guardian under Act VIIl of 1890 cannot be appointed of the 
property of a minor, who is a member of a joint Hindu family 
governed by the Mitakshara law and possessed of no separate 
estate, the reason of the decision being that the introduction of a 
guardian of a share which is unascertained and unspecified would 
tend to disorganize the family and bring about a separation 
without a partition. The foundations on which families governed 
by the Mitakshara system rest, as laid down in Appovtcr v Rama 
Subba Aiyan (i), would be completely shaken, if the rules of 

(1) (1891) 1. L. R. 19 Calc. 801. (2) (1866) 11 M. I. A. 75. 
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procedure and practice intended to apply to persons and their 
rights and liabilities of an altogether different character were 
made applicable to the co-parceners of such families. The same 
principle was applied in Ghartbuilah v. Kbalitk Sm^b (i), by the 
Judicial Committee of the Prjvy Council, to a mortgage executed 
by the katta of a joint family governed by the Mitakshara system 
of Hindu Law for himself and a minor co-parcener, notwithstand- 
ing that a guardianof the minor had been appointed by Court. 
The Privy Council ignored the status of the guardian appointed 
by Court and upheld a mortgage executed without the permission 
of the Court. 

We, therefore, make the i ule absolute, and set aside the older 
of the tMunsifrand direct him to pass a payment oidei as asked 
for by the petitioners. 

Caspersz J. — The question for our decision in this Rule 
IS whether the managing member of a joint Hindu family, 
governed by the Mitakshara, who was appointed the guaidiaii 
<t(i litem Xws minor brother lor the pin pose of ,1 rent suit 
in which both the brothers obtained a deciee lor aireais of 
rent against their tenant, is exempt horn the lestrictions imj)osed 
by section 461 of the Code of Ci\il Pioceduie 

Section 461 (2) of the Code luns thus — Where the next 
friend or guardian for the '^uit has mjt been appointed ordeclaied 
by competent authoiity to he guaidi.in of the property of the 
minor, or, having been so appointed or declared, is under any 
disability known to the Coint to receive the money or other 
movable property, the Court shall, il it grants him leave to 
receive the property, require such security and give such*diiec- 
tions as will, in its opinion, suHiciently protect the property from 
waste and ensure its proper application.” 

Tlie object of the section is to protect property received by 
guardians ml litem on behalf of the minors they represent. 
There is nothing in the words of the section from which any 
e.xceptfon may be deduced. Thejanguage used is general and 
applicable to every case where property is received by a mere 
guardian ad litem on behalf of a minor. To read an exemption 
into the section must, therefore, be justified only by the cleiirest 
necessity. 

Now, the facts upon which this Rule has to be decided 
are such* as are contemplated by the section. The adult 
plaintiff, who was the manager of the joint family, was 
(l) tms) L II- 30 I. A. IG.'i, I L. R 2> All. 
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never appointed or declared to be the guardian of his minor 
brother’s property under the Guardians and Wards Act, VIII of 
1890. But he could not be so appointed because, as is now 
settled law, the interest of the minor co-plaintiff is not individual 
property at all. It may be said that, if the adult plaintiff repre- 
sentated the joint family, the addition of his minor brother as a 
co-plaintiff, was either unnecessary or intended to imply that the 
minor had some separate interest in the arrears of rent to reco- 
ver which was the object of the suit. It is, however, too late to 
contend that, according to strict principles of Hindu law, the 
managing member of a Mitakshara family can sue without join- 
ing the other members as parties to the suit; see Kattnshai 
V. Vallotil (i). There may be cases in which a manager alone can 
sue to recover rent : for example, if he has given a lease in his 
own name, and the suit is for rent due in terms of the lease. 
This is not the case here, nor is there anything to indicate that 
the minor co-plainti(T is possessed of any separate property which 
might be the subject of proceedings under Act VIII of 1890. 

On principle, also, joint brothers can not be sureties, one of 
another, in a Mitakshara family ; therefore, the adult plaintiff 
cannot be called upon to furnish security in respect of money to 
be received by him on behalf of his minor brother who was 
made a co-plaintiff in order to obtain a joint decree for rent. 
The adult plaintiff represents the joint family, including the 
minor co-plaintiff . the decretal amount belongs just as much to 
the joint family as to the minor brother. 

It is not necessary to consider the case of mortgage suits or 
other cases where minor plaintiffs are represented by guardians 
ad litem who are managing members under the Mitakshara 
system. 

For these reasons, I agiee that this Rule must be made absolute. 
A. T. M. Rule made absolute. 


(1) (’8U) T. L. R. 3 Mad. 231. 
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Before Mr, Justice Doss. 
HARl DAS BAIRAGI 


. ?'• 

UDOV CHANDRA DAS A\n othi-ks* 

OiVUjkiney li hrijui'st of 1 / voni or roulahh anti 

rouhihlr trininuction*n iturr of — Itrcofiiiftou b>j landlord of trangft^r. 

Wlien a transfer of a non-tr.insfeiable occnpaney hoKling tak(N place, tlio 
transaction in law \oulable at the option of the landloni only. lienee the 
heir of an occupancy i.iiyat of such holding is Imuntl by a be<juest of the 
hoMing made by the latter in favoiii of a stianger 

If a transaction is void, no ii'jlith in favour of either pirty can grow under 
It, nor oan it form the foundation of any estopixd It is not neeesaary to have 
It .set aside , its invalidity m.iy be -ct up whenever it is bought to be enbu-ced 
It 18 incapable of being coiiliinied 01 ratilied. 

Moliorl Bihrr V. Dliarwo Don ( 1 ) and /»V/o Prndiad Korn v Jlndh 

yath lion (2) referred to. 

If a transaction IS voidable.it is valid and binding upon the partu's and 
persons deiiving title through them, whether ^y ileseent, puichase 01 otherwise, 
until it IS avoided 

The transfer of an ocoupanev holding whudi is not transferalilc by local 
custom, may be validateil by the <’onsent of the landloid. 

Jagnn Ptoxad v Poxnn Soltoo (:\k Srnnutty Sibo Snndan (tho^r v. 7^// 
f/w/o» ( 1) and Iladh i Kuthorr }tamhiia v Srrtintiffy Afianda J*nf/a (f)) 
leferrcd to. 

When the landloid recognwi^s the tiaiinfer as valid, he recogiiiHcs the 
tranbfei of the existing occupanev light as a v.ilid tiansaction, 

Appetil liy the Defotidant No. 1. 

Suit to recover possession of a hoMiiii^ hy the h(‘ir otf the 
ground that the holding not being transfenihle hy local custom 
or usage, the occuptincy riiiyat had no power to make n will in 
favour of the defendant No 1. 

The facts of the case appear sufTiciently from the judgment. 
Bahu Sth Chandra Paid for the Appellant. 

Bahu Gohind Chandia Dcy RoyAox the Respondents. 

( . A. V. 


•Appeal from Appellate Dcciee No. 6<;2 of 1907. against the ‘decree of 

A. H. tuiLiing. Ksq, .special Judge ot Tippcrah, .lated the .‘Ird January 10«7, 

artirming that of Baou homes Cliunder Diitf. Settlement Ofheer of Tippcrah, 
dated the 20th May 1900. • 

(1) (1902»J. L. R 30 Calc. 539 , L. R. 30 I. A. lU. 

(2/ (1899) I. L. R. 27 Calc. 156 ; h. R. 26 I. A. 216 

l3i (1903) 8 C. W. N. 172. (L (1903) 8 C. V . N. -U. 

(5) (1903)8C. W. N. 235. 
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The judgment was as follows : 

The question which arises in this appeal is whether the heir 
of an occupancy raiyat, whose holding is not transferable by 
local custom or usage is bound by a bequest of the holding 
made by the latter in favour of a stranger. The facts which 
raised this question may be shortly stated. One Ram Das 
Bairagi was the owner of an occupancy holding which is not 
transferable by local custom or usage. He died leaving a will 
whereby he bequeathed the holding to defendant No. i, who has 
subsequently obtained probate of the will and is now in possession 
of the holding. He left two daughters him surviving. The 
plaintiffs are the sons of one of the daughters ; the other 
daughter has no son but has two daughters, and she is no party 
to the present suit. The plaintiffs sued to recover possession of 
the holding on the ground that the holding not being transferable 
by local custom or usage, the testator had no power to make a 
will in favour of defendant No. i, and that therefore the plaintiffs 
are entitled to recover possession. The Courts below have 
accepted this contention as ''ound and have given the plaintiffs 
a decree for possession of the holding. Defendant No. i has 
appealed, and it has been contended on his behalf that the heirs 
are bound by the bequest of the holding by the testator in his 
favour. 


Now, it seems to me that the proper mode of approaching 
towards a solution of this question is to determine whether when 
a transfer of a non-transferable occupancy holding takes place, 
the transaction is in law 7'otW or voidable ; and, if voidable, at 
whose option. It is almost elementary that if a transaction is 
void, no rights in favour of either party can grow under it, nor 
can it form the foundation of any estoppel (see Mohori Bihi v. 
Dharmodas Ghosc') {\). It is not necessary to have it set aside; 
its invalidity may be set up whenever it is sought to be enforced. 
It is incapable of being confirmed or ratified. (See Beni fershad 
Koeti V. Diidii Nath Roy) (2). If, however, the transaction is 
voidable, it is valid and binding upon the parties and persons 
deriving title through them, whether by descent, purchase, or 
otherwise, until it is avoided. It is perfectly clear upon the 
authorities that the transfer of an occupancy holding which is 
not transferable by local custom or usage may be validated by 
consent of the landlord. [See Radha Kishore Manikya v. 


(1) (1902) I. L. U. AO Calc. 539. 

(2) (1899) L. B. 26 T. A. 216 ; I. L. R. 27 CaK 166. 
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Sreemutty Ananda Priya (\)y Jogun JF^had w. fhsun SaAoo {2)^ 
Sreemutty Siho Sundary Ghose v. Raj Mahun Guho (3)]. I am not 
unmindful of the possible suggestion that such consent on the 
part of the landlord may be regarded as a new settlement in 
favour of a transferee. But ft seems to me that the answer to it 
is that the supposed new settlement would not vest in the 
transferee any rigljt of occupancy. It would be the creation 
of a holding for the first time. Therefore, when the landlord 
recognises the transfer as valid, he recognises the transfer of the 
existing occupancy right as a valid transaction If it had been 
a transaction absolutely void as being opposed to law, no amount 
of consent on the part of the landlord could have validated it. 
It follows, therefore, from these premises that the transfer of an 
occupancy holding which is not transferable by local custom or 
usage is not a void transaction, and its invalidity cannot be set up 
by the occupancy raiyat or any person claiming title through him. 
The transfer then is only voidable, and that at the instance of the 
landlord only, the usual grounds upon which a voidable contract 
between persons competent to contract may be avoided being 
out of the question in such a case. A careful examination of 
the cases of Bhagiraih Changa v. Shctkh Hafiznddtn (4), Basarat 
Mandal v. Sabulla Mandal (5), AmbKa Nath Acharjcc v. Aditya 
Nath Mottra (6) and A^rnttddin Nasya v. Srtsh Chandra 
Banerjee (7), will show that this, in fact, is the principle which 
underlies them. In Bhagiraih Changa v. Sheikh Hafiztiddin (4), 
purchasers of portions of an occupancy holding not transferable 
by local custom or usage sued the transferor ot the occupancy 
right for possession of the holding, and, it was held that the latter 
was estopped from setting up the invalidity of the transfer by 
him, and the purchasers were held entitled to recover possession 
of the holding. Similarly in the case of Basarat Mandal v. 
Sabulla Mandal (5), purchasers of a non-transferable occupancy 
holding sued to recover possession of the holding from persons 
who were in possession apparehtly without any title : the 
defendants resisted the action on the ground that the 
holding being not transferable, the plaintifls had no valid 
title to tlfe holding and were not entitled to recover 
possession : it was held that the question of non-transferajiility 

(1) (19^3) 8 C. w. N 236. (4) (1900) 4 C. W. N. 679. 

(2) (19C3) 8 C. W. N. 172. (5) (l«98) 2 C. W. N. coUxix. 

(3) (1903) 8 0. W. N. 214. (6> (1902) 6 C. W. N. 624. 

(7) (1906) XI C. W. N. 76. 
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was one which could not be legitimately raised by the 
defendants who were trespassers and that the plaintiff had a 
right to be protected in the enjoyment of his purchase 
against all the world except possibly his landlord. In Ambica 
Nath Acharjee v. Aditya Nath Moitra (i), the question was^ 
who, as between two successive transferees of an occupancy 
holding not transferable by local custom or usage, was entitled to the 
surplus proceeds of the sale of the holding, after satisfaction of a 
decree for rent obtained by the landlord ; and, it was held that 
the earlier transferee was so entitled. There Maclean C. J., observed 
“ The landlord is not a party to this suit ; he is raising no ques- 
tion about the transferability of the jote : it does not matter to 
him which*»of the two claimants gets the money. He has been 
paid all that is due to him. Under these circumstances, I do not 
see how the question of transferability can properly arise. In all 
the cases cited, the question was between the landloid and 
tenant.” It is, therefore, dear that in the opinion of the learned 
Chief Justice the question of i,\on-transferability could not be raised 
by any person other than the landlord in other words, it may be 
raised between the landlord and the tenant and not between the 
tenant and his transferee. In Aycnuddin Nasya v. Srish Chandra 
Bancrjcc (2), the question of non-transferability was raised between 
two rival pui chasers of an occupancy-holding, one being a purchaser 
of the holding at a sale in execution of a ‘mortgage decree in his 
own favour, the other being a purchaser at a sale in execution of a 
decree for rent obtained by a co-sharer landlord ; the purchase of 
the lalter was subsequent to the purchase of the former. It 
was held that the question of the non-traiisferability of the 
holding could not be raised between such parties, and that the 
subsequent purchaser took the holding subject to the rights 
acquired by the purchaser at a sale in execution of the mortgage- 
decree. 

These cases clearly illustrate the general principle which I have 
already indicated, that the trahsfer of an occupancy holding is not 
a void transaction, that it is binding between the parties, namely, 
the transferor and the transferee and all persons claiming through 
theih, and that it is voidable only at the option of fhe landlord. 
If, then, such is the character of the transaction, it seems to 
follow that the heir of an occupancy raiyat ought to be held 
bound by a transfer of the holding made by a will. If he is bound 

(X) (1902) 6 C, W. N. 624. (2) (1906) 11 C. W. N. 76. 
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by a transfer for a valuable consideration or by a gift, there does 
not seem to me to be any reason why he ought not to be held 
bound by a transfer made by a will. 

A further question was raised by the learned Vakeel for the 
appellant that as one of the two daughters of Ham Das Rairagi is 
still alive, the plaintiffs are not his hens and are therefore not 
entitled to sue. T|ie first Couit held that as she has no male 
issue but only daughters and has no prospect of getting a son, 
meaning apparently that she is past child-bearing, she was not 
entitled to succeed. The lower appellate Court has not come 
to any finding as to whethei the other daughter is entitled to 
succeed or not, but has proceeded on the assumption that she 
was, and has held that she may, if she chooses, enforce htr right by 
a separate suit. I think the \iew of the lower appellate Court 
upon this point is not right. If the othei daughter is not past 
child-bearing, under the Hindu Law she is the sole heiiess, and 
the plaintiffs are not entitled to succeed as heirs. Therefore, if 
the lower appellate Court came [c% a finding upon the point 
adierse to the plaintiffs, the plaintiffs’ suit would lail upon that 
ground alone : and, if my opinion upon the liist point had been 
in favour of the plaintiffs, it would have been necessary for me to 
remand the case to the lower appellate Court for a finding upon 
the question as to whether Ihe other daughter was past child- 
bearing or not, and whether she was or was nut on account of 
that reason disqualified from inheriting. 

For these reasons, I am of opinion that the plaintiffs’ suit 
ought to fail and that this appeal ought to be decreed with oosts. 

T. M. A[)pcal darccd . ml dismmcd. 
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Before Mr. justice Mookerjee and Mr. Justice Holmwood. 
BIKU HALWAI and others 
1907. V. 

AprU^o, 30 MOHESH HALWAI, minor by his father and guardian 
' GUR churn HALWAI and others.* 

Ciril Procedure Code {Act XIV of 1882) Sec. 462 — Gimi't's duty in granting 
leave-^Gomprovime — Certificated guardian if to take permmion of Judge — 
Guardian and Ward* Act (VIII of 1890) Sec. 29 — Pecieto — Suit to set 
aside decree^ if mainiainahle — Fraud — Valuation — Jurisdiction. 

A compromise of a suit is not one of the aets contemplated in section 29 
of the Guardian and Wards Act ; hence a certificated guardian can compro- 
mise a feuit without obtaining the sanction of the District Judge The statutory 
provision for safe-guarding the interests of minors in suits is contained in 
section 462 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

The Court in sanctioning a compromise on behalf of an infant under sec- 
tion 462 of the Code of Civil Procedure, should record the fact that the applica- 
tion was made to it by the next friend or guardian, that the terms of the 
compromise were consideied by it, and should in terms state that the question 
whether the compromise was for the benefit of the infant was considered. From 
the mere fact that the Couit passed the decree in accordance with the compro- 
mise, it can not be inferred that any of those steps preliminary and necessary 
to the making of the decree had been taken by the Court. 

Barn Churn Itaha Bukshee v. Mungul Sircar (1), Kalacati v. Chedi ImI (2), 
V irupakshappa v. Shidappa (3), Lala Majlis Sahai v. Musst. Xarain Bihi (4) 
and Gocindasami Naidu v. Alagirisann Naidd (5) followcnl f 

Where a decree is passed on adjudication, no separate suit lies to set aside 
the decree except on the ground of fiaud, but wheie it is passed simply upon 
a compromise, a suit lies upon grounds olhei than that of fraud. 

Surendra Nath Ghosh v. Ilcoiangi/it Dost (6) followed. J 
Where the minors were defendants icpresented by tneir mother and guar- 
dian, m the original suit as also in the review petition, and the application for 
review was discharged with the express diiection that the applieant’s proper 
remedy wa^ by way of suit and not by way of review, a suit by the minois 
through a new next friend, their mother and foimei guardian ad-liteni being 
impleaded as a defendant, lies to set asulc the decree on grounds other than that 
of fraud. 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 972 of 1906 against the decree of C E, 
Pittar Esq., District Judge of Gaya, dated 31st March 1905, affirming that of 
Babu Upendra Nath Bose, Subordinate Judge Ist Court, Gaya, dated Slat 
March 1904. 

<1) (1871) 16 W R.'232. (3) (1901) 1. L. R 26 Bom. 109. 

/2) (1896) I. L R, 17.All.;53l (4) (1902) 7 C. W.N,90. 

(6). (1905) I. L. R 29 Mad. 104. 

t [As regards Court’s duty See also Barhamdeo Prasad y. Banarsi Prasad 
(1901) 3 C, D. J. 119(120). As regards expressi order, a contrary decision was 
passed in 3Iidnajy>re Zemindari Co, La. Gobinda ..l/aAfo (1907) 8 C. L. J. 
81— Rep.] 

(6) (1906) I. L. R. 34 Oalo. 83. 

J [l^ee also Berhamdeo Pramd v Banarsi Prasad (1901) 3 C. L. J. 119 — 

Hep.] 
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Ram Oopal Mojumdar t. Pratanna Kttmar SamnA (1) di8Ungni8he<1. 

Where thel plaintiffs valued their claim in the MunsifiTs Court at Its. 500, 
and issue was taken on the point, (which if decidetl in favour of the defendant 
would have onstetl the Munsiff’s jurisiliction), but no evidence was adduce<l there 
was no waiver of jurisdiction and the High Court can interfere on second appeal. 

(torinda Menm v. Xat^UHahara (2) distinguishe<l. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit to have it declared that a de<*roe passe<l in a former 
suit upon compromise wa.'^ invalid. 

The facts of the case and argument appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Bahus yojres C/t under Boy nnd Surendnt Xnth Gftosal for the 
Appellants. 

Babus Umakah Maker jt\ llnrendni A^ujuvan Aft tier and 
^iraj Mdinn Mojumdar for the Respondents. 

('. A. V. 

Ths judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Holmwood J. — The facts out of which this appeal arises 
are briefly as follows : — There \vd^ a house in Gaya worth 
Ks. 4,000 that belonged originally to one Lashman Halwai, who 
was succeeded by his son Punwa, who in his turn died childless, 
leaving his mother Ram Dulari to succeed him. This Ram 
Dulari took as a second husband one Chotu Halwai father of the 
four plaintiffs, and on the ^th December 1H99, before marriage, 
executed a conveyance to him of this house which she had greatJy 
improved at her own expense. The dispute as to the value of 
the house probably arose from this fact. 

The value of Rs. 500 now given by the defendants was 
apparently its value when it was a one-storied house partly 
kutcha and partly pttcca. Ram Dulari made it wholly pucca and 
added a second story to it, and its value is now stated to be 
Rs. 4,000 and this is borne out by the finding of fact in the Sub- 
Judge's judgment that its present value at 20 years purchase on 
the monthly hire of all the rooms would be Rs. 5,040. 

The Sub-Judge did not, howe\l2r, accept this valuation, and 
we are unable to appreciate his final finding on the point. He 
says “ This was not the market value of the house. It could not 
be. The market value of the house has not been proved t 5 be 
over Rs. 2,000.” ^ 

One Mahesh Halwai, son of a sister of Punwa Halwai, sued as 
a minor represented by his father Gur Charan Halwai in the 

(1) (1906) 2 C. L. J 608. (2) <1900) I. L. R. 24 Mad. 43. 
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Court of the first Munsiff of Gaya in 1901 to recover the house as 
the nearest handhu of Punwa Halwai against the four minor 
plaintiffs, sons of Chotu Halwai, through their mother and 
guardian Musst. Jasoda Koer, alleging the value of the house to be 
Rs. 500. The 1st Munsiff of Gaya had special powers to try suits 
up to the value of Rs. 2,000. On the 5th June 1902, a petition of 
compromise was hied by a Pleader purporting to act on behalf of 
Musst. Jasoda Koer and ostensibly signed by one Basant Halwai, 
son-in-law and agent of Musst. Jasoda Koer, by which she gave 
up all claim to the house on behalf of the minors on consideration 
of being let off the costs of the suit amounting to some Rs. 70. 

The minors, who are now plaintiffs in this suit, sue through 
another next friend Kishan Halwai to have it declared that the 
deree of the 6th June 1902 passed in the suit No. 25 of ’1901 by 
the Court of the ist Munsiff of Gaya was obtained by fraud of 
defendat No. 1 Mohesh Halwai against the plaintiffs, that the 
petition of compromise was not filed with the knowledge and 
consent of Musst. Jasoda Koer, and that even if it was, she had no 
authority to file it, in as much as she had not as certificated 
guardian obtained the sanction of the District Judge, and also 
that the permission of the Munsiff was not obtained in due course 
of law and was not according to law. 

Both the lower Courts have found against the plaintiffs and 
dismissed the suit. At the hearing, a further point which affected 
the validity of the decree was taken, namely that the house being 
worth Ks. 4,000, the Munsiff had no jurisdiction to entertain the 
suit. 

The findings of the lower appellate Court practically amount 
to this. That there is no doubt that Jasoda Koer did have the 
compromise filed through her agent Basant Lai. That she was 
justified in so doing, in as much as the case of the minors was a 
weak one and they were saved heavy costs That the bare 
permission of the Munsiff is all that the law requires to bind 
minors to a compromise filed in Court, and that the question of 
jurisdiction was raised befor^e the Munsiff and no evidence was 
offered to show that the property was worth more than Rs. 500. 
The question, therefore, cannot now be reopened. 

' The point as to the necessity for the sanction of the District 
Judge which had been found unnecessary by the Court of first 
instance does not seem to have been pressed in the lower appel- 
ate Court, and there is no finding on it. It was faintly suggested 
to us again in this appeal, but it was conceded and is sufficiently 



Vou VIIL] 


aiOH OOtJET. 


269 


obvious that the compromise of a suit is not one of the acts con- 
templated in section 29 of the Guardian and Wards Act, and the 
► statutory provision for safe guarding the interests of minors in 
suits is contained in section 462 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

As regards the other point§, there can be no doubt that the 
findings of the lower Courts are conclusive as to the filing of the 
compromise by Jasoda Koer, and this point cannot be re-opened in 
second appeal. The fiiKling as to her being justified by the circums- 
tances is however hardly adequate. The question being whether 
as a fact the compromise was for the benefit of the minors, the 
issue should have been decided clearly. When minors claim a 
right to a house worth Rs. 4,000 and deny the jurisdiction of the 
i Court to try the question, and the case is then compromised and 
not gone into on the merits, it is not enough to say that they 
apparently had a very weak case and were saved Rs. 70 in costs. 
On the point of jurisdiction, as we shall presently see, they had a 
very strong case, and had the then plaintiffs’ suit been dismissed 
on that ground, they would have got their costs, and it might very 
well be that the then plaintiffs would dot have been prepared to 
pursue their claim in a court of superior jurisdiction on a valua- 
tion of Rs. 4,000. Moreover, the contesting plaintiff was himself 
a minor, and the Court does not appear to have given him any 
permission to enter into a ccynpromise nor considered for one 
moment whether it was for his benefit. This brings us to the 
consideration of the question which is the principal point of law 
in this case, what are the duties of a Court in granting leave 
under section 462 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 

^ In Charan Raha Bttkshce v Muitgtil Sinar*{^\) 

Norman C. J., remarked : “ It is a rule adopted by Courts 
of iLquity in England and in the Original Side of this Court, 
a rule which has been acted upon on many occasions within 
my own knowledge on this (1 r., the Appellate) Side of the 
Court, that where infants are concerned, the Court will not 
make a decree against an infant without ascertaining that it 
is for the benefit of the infant that such a decree should be 
pronounced, and we think that this is only a proper protection to 
the infant, because if the decree is once pronounced it becom^ 
binding upon the infant, and he is not competent to dispute 
unless he can show that the decree was obtained by fraud. 
This would Ihrow the burden of proof on the infant and would place 
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(1) (1871) 16 W. B. 232. 
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many difficulties in his way.” He goes on to say the Subordinate 
Judge has only done his duty ” (in making proper enquiry, &c.) 

The duty of Courts to make enquiry before giving leave was 
therefore a clearly established rule in the year 1871, and it has 
received the stamp of judicial approval in numerous cases in all 
the Courts in India since then. In the case of Kalavatt v. Chedi 
Lall (i), the rule was very clearly laid down, not, as the learned 
Judge in the Court below holds, as a coun^'el of perfection, but 
as a necessary preliminary to an order under section 462. “ In 

order to make an agreement or compromise to which section 462 
applies a lawful agreement or compromise, it is necessary that 
the next friend or guardian should ask the Court to consider the 
proposed terms of the agreement or compromise... Further the 
Court should record the fact that such application was made to 
it, that the terms.. .were considered by the Couit and that having 
regard to the interests of the minor, the Court granted leave... . 
From the mere fact that the Court passed ti e decree in accord- 
ance with the compromise, it cannot be inferietl that any of these 
steps preliminary and necessary to the making of the decree had 
been taken by the Court.” 

The same view has been taken by the Bombay Court in the 
case of Virupakshappa v. Shednppa (2), where it was held that it 
must be shown that the Court had before it the necessary 
materials to enable it to arrive at a judicial conclusion as to the 
propriety and reasonableness of the compromise. 

In a recent case in Madras, G(>vindasami Naidn v. Allagirisami 
Naidu (3), it is pointed out that in sanctioning a compromise 
on behalf of an infant, the order granting the sanction should 
in terms state that the question whether the compromise was for 
the benefit of the infant was considered, and the learned Judges 
referred to the case of In rc Eire hall Wtlson Birchall 
where Jessel M. R. stated that the practice he followed and that 
followed by Lord Romilly before him at the Rolls, had been to 
require not only that the compromise should be assented to by 
the next friend or guardian of the infant, but that his solicitor 
should make an affidavit that he believes the compromise to be 
l^eneficial to the minor and that his counsel should give an 
opinion that he considers it to be so. The view that the leave of 
the Court must be express and must be arrived at upon the j 


(1) (1895) I. L. R. 17 All. 531. 

(2) (1901) 1. L. R. 26 Rom, 109. 


(3) (1905) I. L R. 29 Mad. 104. 

(4) (I880j L. R. 16 Ch D 41. 
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exercise of a judicial discretion as to the propriety of the 
compromise in the interests of the minor, has been affirmed by 
this Court in Miij/ts Sd/mi \. Narain Bihi (\), 

relying on the Allahabad case above cited and on the case of 
Sfutrat Chuudcr Ghose v. Ktritk Chunder Mttter (2), and the 
necessity of a proper enquiry and a judicial decision thereon, is 
now well established. 

But it is urged fo*r the respondents that no fraud having been 
found, the decree cannot be set aside, and in support of this 
contention the ruling in Sutrndra yat/i G/tnu* v. Ilematifrini 
Dtnsi (3), has been cited to us ; but the decision in that case is 
directly against the respondents and is clear authority for the 
proposition that when a decree is passed on adjudkation, no 
separate suit would he to set a^ide the deciee except on the 
ground of fraud, but where the decree is passed simply upon a 
compromise, a suit would he to set aside the decree upon grounds 
other than that of fraud. 

It is further urged that there having been an application to 
the MunsifT for a review, the decree cannot be challenged by a 
suit, and the ruling in R(2m (wopal Majumdar v Prasanua Kumar 
Samad (4) is relied on. That case is clearly distinguishable from 
the present. There the plaintiffs being sm jttrn impugned the 
authority of their pleader to enter into a compromise on their 
behalf. It was found on review on the merits that he had suqh 
authority, and it was held that the matter became res judicata^ the 
parties to the subsequent suit to set aside the decree being 
the same. 

Here the minors were defendants in the original suit. They 
were represented by their mother and guardian in the suit and 
also in the review, and the application for review was discharged 
with the express direction that the applicants’ proper remedy was 
by way of suit and not by way of review. The suit now brought 
is by the^ minors through a new next friend, and their mother and 
former next friend is impleaded aa a defendant. There can be 
no doubt that the suit will lie, and that the decree may be set 
aside on grounds other than that of fraud. 

Finally w come to the question of jurisdiction. It is urged 
that plaintiffs valued their claim in the Munsiffs Court at Rs. 500. 
Issue was taken on the point, but no evidence was adduced. 
But there can be no waiver of jurisdiction in a case like this. If 
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U) (11*02) 7 0. W, N 90. 

(2) (1883) I. L. 11. 9 Calc. 810. 


(3) (1»0*») I. L. U. .34 Calc. 83. 

(4) (1905) 2 C. L. J. 508. 
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the property was worth more than Rs. 2,000, the Court had no 
inherent jurisdiction to try the case and the decree passed by it 
would be void. If it was void at the time it was passed, it is void 
still. It is true that it has been held that the Courts will not 
interfere on second appeal, unless, it was shown that the disposal 
of the suit had thereby been materially prejudiced ; see Govtnda 
Menon v. Karunakara Menon (i) ; but this depends on the rule in 
Ledgard v. Bull (2) that if the parties joirf issue and go to trial 
on merits, it may result that having themselves constituted the 
Court their arbiter, the parties may be bound by its decision. In 
this case, the objection to jurisdiction was taken at the earliest 
opportunity, to wit, m the written statement, and the parties did 
not submit the merits of the case to the arbitrament of the Court. 
If therefore the value of the house was beyond the pecuniary 
jurisdiction of the Munsiff, the present plaintiffs are entitled to 
have the decree of the Munsiff dated 6th June 1902, set aside. 

But there is no clear finding of the lower Courts as regards 
the three matters of fact on which the questions of law we have 
just been discussing depend. 

These are : Whether as a matter of fact the matter was 
explained to the Munsiff and he was satisfied that the compromise 
was for the benefit of the minors ? 

2. Whether as a fact the compromise was beneficial to both 
sets of minors ? 

3. Whether as a fact the house at the time of the suit was 
worth more than Rs. 4,000. 

We sent for the original records of the suit in the Munsiff’s 
Court and of the proceedings in review, and we find that there is 
not a trace in either that the Munsiff applied his mind to the 
merits of the compromise. There is nothing beyond what ap- 
pears on the order sheet printed in the paperbook. Only one 
petition is filed, and on that is endorsed the signature of the lady’s 
agent with an endorsement by the plaintiffs pleader “ my client 
agrees to the terms of the compromise.” This is, however, a 
question to be determined as one of fact by the lower appellate 
Court. 

We remand the case to the lower appellate Court for a find- 
ing on these three points with reference to the remarks we have 
made in our judgment. 

The records will be returned to this Court with the learned 


(1) (1900) I L. R. 24 Mad. 48. 

(2) (1886) 1. L. R. 9 AU. 191 ; L. B. 13 1 A 134. 
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Judge’s findings thereon within one month of their reaching the 
lower Court. The case will remain on the file of this Court for 
final decision. 

The question of costs will be reserved till the final disposal 
of the case. • 

After this remand, the case again came up for hearing before 
Mookerjee and Holmwood JJ. on 14th January iqo8, when their 
Lordships again renfanded the case to the lower Court for taking 
further evidence, including the evidence of the Munsiff. 

After this second remand, the case came up for hearing before 
Mitra and Bell JJ. when their Lordships allowed the appeal 
and delivered the following judgment. 

Hitra J. —On the findings of fact arrived at by .the lower 
appellate Court, there can be only one conclusion, namely, that 
the compromise decree in Suit No. 176 of 1901 of the Munsiff’s 
Court at Gaya was not binding on the minor plaintiffs, the then 
defendants. The Court of the Munsiff at Gya had no jurisdiction 
to entertain the suit. The decree, therefore, in suit No. 176 of 
1901, wherein Mohesh Halwai was the plaintiff and Biku Halwai 
and others were the defendants, must be set aside, and we order 
accordingly. We further direct that, as the Munsiff had no juris- 
diction to entertain the suit (No 176 of 1901) he should return 
the plaint for presentation in the proper Court, namely, the 
Court of the Subordinate Judge of Gaya. Our order should .be 
transmitted to the lower Court at ottcc^ and the Munsiff should 
direct the pleader for the plaintiff Mohesh Halwai to receive the 
plaint and present it at once in the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge. 

As we have no doubt, on the facts, that the plaintiffs had 
been prosecuting the suit in the Munsiffs Court, having been 
fully under the impression that, that Court had jurisdiction to 
entertain the suit, we direct that each party do bear his and their 
own costs in the suit under appeal, namely, suit No. ii7of 
1903. 

A. T. M. 
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Before Mr. Justice Holmwood and Mr. Justice Sharfuddin. 
KRISHNA PERSHAD ROY 

V. 

ROMES CHUNDER MANDOL and others.* 

PruHiujemiure — Rcdi'ictum on alienation — Cud Procedure Code (Act XIV of 

1HS2) Sec. 462 — Leaie of Court, if to le e^cpresn — Presuinjdion — Compro- 
mise decree when to he set aside. 

Where thcie is a custom of primogeniture, theie is no restriction on aliena- 
tion by the incumbent for the time Ixjiiig, unless a special custom is proved to 
the contrary. 

( Pitta pur case) Sri Raja Rao Venkata Surja Mali ipati Rama Krishna 
Rao Rah/idur v. 'llie Court of Wards (1) followed. 

In order that a compromise may be binding upon a minor, the leave of the 
Couit must bo express, and further it must be arrived at upon the exercise 
of judicial discretion as to the propriety of the compromise in the interests of 
the minor. 

Ram Churn Raha Bukshee v. Mumjul Sircar (2), Sharat Chunder Ghose v. 
Kartik Chunder Mitter (3), Lula Majlis Sahai v. Musst. Xarain Ribi (1) and 
Riku llalwai v. Mahesh Hahcai (.*>) followed. 

Virupakshappa v. Shidappa '6), Kalaiati v, Chcdi Lai (7) and Govinda- 
saiiii Naidii v. Alaginsami Naidv (8) lefeiied to. 

Whcie a deciec was passed without any judicial eiuiuiry or finding as tc 
whether the compromise was for the benefit of the minor, although a formal 
Older of sanction to file the compiomisc petition was gi\eii to an Official of tin 
Court who acted as the mmoi’s guaidian ad litem 

Jlelil^ that the decree was inoperative. 

' When the Couit permits a compromise, it must be piesiimed in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary that it gave due coiisideiation to the matter. 

Midnapore Zcmindan Co. Ltd. v. Gohinda Mnhto (U) rcfcried to am 
considereil. 

Although in appeal a deeiee made upon a compiomisc if^ a iliit in which 
minor was a party would Ixi held to be invalid as against a minor, it could not 
after it had become final and been acted upon, be set aside, unless it were showi 
to be prcjiulicial to the minor 

A man Singh v. Xarain Singh (10) followed f 

Appeals by the minor Plaintiff in two >uits. 

Suits for deeliirutions that neither the plaintiff nor his 
ancestral properties were bound by two decrees passed againsi 
his father and himself. 

* Appeals from Original Dicreos Xos 471 and ,">04 of 1907 against the decree 
of Labu Jogendra Nath Mukeiji, Subordinate Judge of Cuttack, dated 19t 
September 1907. 

(g (1898) 1. L B. 22 Mad. 383 , L R. 2fi I. A. 83. 

(2) (1871) 16 W. R. 232. (6) (1901) I L. R. 2fi Bom. 109. 

(3) (1883) 1. L. R. 9 Calc. 810, (7) (1895) 1 L. R. 17 All 531. 

(4) (1902) W C. W. N. 90. (8) (190.5) I. L R. 29 Mad. 104. 

(5) (1907) 8 C. L. J. 266. (9) (1907) 8 C. L. J. 31. 

vlO) (1897) I. L U 20 All, 98. 

t [But see Barhamdeo Prasad v Banarsi Prasad (1901) 3 C. L. J. 119 

«»>»i — Rpn.l 
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The facts of the case and the argument appear sufficiently 
from the judgment. 

Moulvi Syed SItamsttI Huda (for Bahn Mah^ndta Ntjfh Bov) 
and Babn Monmotha Nath Maker jee for the Appellant. 

Bahns Nalini Ranjan Chatterjee ani Na^endra Nath Ghose 
for the Respondents. 

r. A. V. 


Civil, 
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Krishna Pcr»ha«l Roy 
r. 

Uomoiih Chiindcr 
Mnndo). 


The jiulgmoni gf the ('ourt waj^ as follows;: — 

These appeals are by the minor plaintiff in two suits which AuifHit.ll, 
he brought, through his mother land guaidian, for a declaration 
that neither he nor his ancestral properties were bound by two 
decrees passed against his father and himself on the 30th June 
IQ04 on the basis of a compromise, which, he alleges, was collusive 
and fraudulent and was inoperati\e as against him, he being a 
minor at the time, and the decrees ha\ing been passed without 
any judicial encpiiry or finding as to whethei the compromise was 
for his benefit, although a formal oidei of sanction to lile the 
compiomise petitions was given to an Olhcial ol the Coint who 
acted as his guardian ad litem * 

It appears that the giand-father of the plaintiff, one 
Hara Prasad Roy, executed a mortgage bond chaigmg the 
ancestral properties with a debt, for the dischaige of certain 
previous debts secured by deciees under which the mortgaged 
property was liable to sale. This was on the ^olh May iH<)o, 
before the plaintiff’s birth, and was for Rs ^200 

On the loth September i<Sno, the said Hara Prasad Roy and 
the plaintiff’s father Rim Prasad Roy gave a mortgage of the 
ancestral property for a sum of Rs. i8,::oo Upon these two mort- 
gages, the defendants brought tu'o suits Nos 3=: and 36 v')f 1903 
against the plaintiff and his father. 

In suit No 35 the father of the plaintiff, who had neglected 
to look after his son’s case and finally refused to represent him as 
guardian ad Iitcni, filed a rajauama on the 24th June 1004 admit- 
ting tlte claim. The Nazir of the^ District Judge’s Court, Pabu 
Annada Chandra Das, who had been appointed guardian ad litem 
for the plaintiff upon his father’s repudation C)f the guardianship, 
applied for ^id obtained leave to file a petition in Court tha*bthe 
suit be decreed as claimed. 

In suit No. 36 was filed a petition to be allowed to entef into 
a compromise on behalf of the minor and he obtained leave to do so. 

By this compromise a sum of Rs. 28,000 due for interest on 
both mortgages was remitted. 
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Suit No. 35 was decreed according to confession of judgment 
against defendants i and 2, that is the father of the plaintiff and 
the plaintiff himself, but the only order made was against the 
mortgaged properties. This was nearly Rs. 15,000. Suit No. 36 was 
decreed for Rs. 66,770 against the mortgaged properties, and it 
was also declared that if the whole decretal amount was not paid 
off by the sale of the mortgaged properties, the remainder will be 
realised by the sale of the other properties of the defendants 
I to 12. 

In both decrees, it was clearly set out that under the custom 
obtaining in the family of the defendants i to 12, that is, under 
their family usage, the eldest son is the malik and entitled to all 
the zemindari etc. properties. 

This custom is admittedly common ground on the pleadings 
of both parties in these appeals, but the plaintiff maintains that 
there is a further custom of inalienability of the ancestral pro- 
perty, while the defendants maintain that in the absence of any 
evidence of such further custom, the principle of law laid down 
by the Judicial Committee r in Sri Raja Rao Venkata Suiya 
Mahipati Rama Krishna Rao Bahadur v. Court of Wards and 
Venkata Kumari Mahipati Snrya Rao (i)^viz^ that where there is 
a custom of primogeniture, there is no restriction on alienation 
by the incumbent for the time being, unless a special custom is 
proved to the contrary, must prevail. Upon this point, therefore, 

must at once find against the plaintiff’s contention, and hold 
tliat neither at the time of the mortgages nor at the time of the 
decrees, had he any right or interest in respect of the mortgaged 
properties so as to be able to avoid their sale in execution of a 
mortgage decree obtained against the then incumbent. This 
would be enough to conclude his case in both these appeals, were 
it not for the fact, that in suit No. 35 it is still possible that- 
proceedings under section 90 may be taken against him, and that 
in suit No. 36 a personal deree has been passed against him. 

It is necessary, therefore, owing to these outstanding claims 
against him, to consider the pdint of law on which alone these 
appeals are based viz. that the attention of the Court in suits Nos. 
35 and 36 was not drawn to the terms of the compromise and 
that“no judicial finding was come to, whether the compromise 
was for his benefit or prejudicial to his interests. 

The Subordinate Judge in the Court below has altogether 
dismissed plaintiffs suits on the ground that he has failed to 
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show that he was not benefited by the compromise decree. This 
is in our opinion not sufficient. It is perfectly clear from the 
Nazir’s evidence and from the decrees that the question of 
the benefit to the minor was not adequately considered either by 
his guardian or by the Court. The guardian says he knew Ram 
Prasad Roy, the plaint iff s father, was a drunkard and yet he did 
not make any enquiry when the plaintiff’s father and the pleader 
assured him that the plaintiff was benefited by the so/rttamnA. 
The Court did not ask him anything regarding them. A pleader 
for the creditors told him that the plaintiff was getting a large 
remission and on his assurance he signed the petition. 

Two illegalities in the decree are shown to the prejudice of 
^ the minor ; one is, that interest at 12 percent, has been allowed up 
to the date of realisation, the other is, that certain debutter prop- 
^ 'erties which the plaintifi'’s fither and grand-father had no power 
to mortgage were included in the decree, and the plaintiff has 
succeeded in a third suit tried along with the tw^o now before us 
in getting this dcbuttcr released from the decree and no appeal 
has been preferred against this lelief % 

'Phe only order in suit No 3^ legarding the sanction neces^aiy 
under Sec. 402, Civil IVoccduie Code, !*> as folhnvs — “ Habu ] 
Ananda Chandia Dass is permitted to lile petition admitting the 
plaintiffs claim on behalf of minor defendant No 2,” aiui in siiit*^ 
No 36 “ on application Anaifda Chandia Das is permitted to fde^ 
snlehuama on behalf of the minor defendant No 2.” Now' it has* 
been laid down 111 a long senes of rulings oY this Court comnicn-O 
cing with Ram Churn Raha Bukshce v Mujitrul Siuar (i) and 
> the case of Bharat Chuudei Ghnsc \ Ratiik Chuuder Mittcr*{^i) 
and ending with the case of Biku flahvai v. Mahesh Hahcai (3) 
to w'hich one of us was a party, following the case of Lala Majlu 
Sahat \. Musstt. Narain Bibi (4), that m order that a compro- 
mise may be binding upon a minor the leave of the Court must 
be express, and further in the later cases, that it must be arrived 
at upon the exercise of judicial discretion as to the propriety of 
the compromise in the interests of the minor. The same view 
has been taken by the Bombay Court in Virupakshappa v. 
Shpidappa (5) where Jenkins C. J. laid down that the general 
law was even more favourable to a minor than section 462, Civil 
procedure Code, and by the Allahabad Court in Kalavati v. Chefjli 
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Lal{i) where it was held that in order to make an agreement or 
compromise, to which section 462 applies, lawful, it is necessary 
that the next friend or guardian should ask the Court to consider 
the proposed terms of the agreement or compromise and before 
making the agreement or entering into the compromise should 
obtain permission from the Court. The Court should record the 
fact that such application was made to it ; that the terms of the 
proposed agreement of compromise were considered by the 
Court ; and that having regard to the interest of the minor, the 
Court granted leave. 

A similar view was taken in the Madras Court in Govinda- 
sami Naida v. Alagirisami Naida (2), following the English case 
of Birchall Wilson v Rirchall (3), where Jessel M. R. stated 
that the practice he followed and that followed by Lord Romilly 
before him had been to require not only that the compromise 
should be assented to by the next friend or guardian, but that his 
solicitor should make an aflidavit and that his counsel should 
give an opinion that he believes the compromise to be for the 
benefit of the minor. Agajnst this long established and weighty 
body of authority, it is uiged that in none of these cases had 
leave been obtained and in none of them was the decree set aside 
on the ground that the Court had not sufficiently considered the 
question of the minors’ interest, and a recent decision of this 
Court in the case of Midnapore Zt-mindan Co. Ld. v. Gohinda 
Mahto (4) is cited, in which it was held that it must be assumed, 
in the absence ot any evidence to the contrary, that the Court 
did its duty in the matter, and was satisfied before giving per- 
mission that the compromise was for the benefit of the minors 
concerned. Now as to this, we may obserse in the first place 
that none of the above rulings were apparently considered or 
cited at the Bar ; that permission was given to compromise and 
not merely to file a petition, and that we entirely agree ^\lth the 
principle that when the Court permits a compromise, it must be 
presumed, in the absence of e\idence to the contrary, that it 
gave due consideration to the matter. 

But in this case, as we have shown, the record clearly shows 
that the guardian neglected the minor’s interest and that the 
Court, without making an enquiry, passed an ordsr prejudicial to 
the minor and not an express sanction to the compromise. When 
the question of setting aside such a decree arises, the true rule 

(1) (1895) I. L. R. 17 All 631. (3) (1880) L. R. 16 Ch D 41. 

(2) (1906) 1. L R. 29 Mad 104 (4) (1907) 8 C. L J. 31, 
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is laid down in Amm Stn^/i v. Narain (i), where it was 
held that although in appeal such a decree would be held to be 
invalid as against a minor, it could not, after it had become final 
and been acted upon, be set aside unless it were shown to be 
prejudicial to the minor. • 

Here it is clear that the decree, so far as it binds the plaintifl* 
personally and his property other than [that mortgaged, was pre- 
judicial to the minor and that there was no valid sanction to the 
compromise. 

The learned vakil for the respondent frankly concedes that 
if we are against him on this point, he has no objection to the 
plaintiff obtaining a declaration that the decrees, so far as they 
affect him personally and his properties movable and immovable 
other than the properties mortgaged, are inopeiative, and such is 
the order we propose to pass. 

There can be no question of setting aside the decrees as 
regards the mortgaged properties Even apart from the cleai 
right of alienation vested in the incumbent for the lime being 
under the rule of primogeniture above referred to, the mortgages 
were clearly entered into for ancestral debts which would have 
been equally binding on the plaintiff even if he had had a joint 
interest in the ancestral properties We, therefore, direct that 
the appeals be decreed in phrt and that the decress of the Court 
below be modified and that in lieu thereof it be declared that 
the decrees in suits Nos 35 and 36 of 1903 are not binding on the 
plaintiff so far as his person and properties movable or immova- 
ble other than the mortgaged properties are concerned wjth, ] 
costs to the appellant from the respondents in both Courts and 
that his suit as regards the mortgaged properties be dismissed 
with ] costs to respondents, the result being that appellants 
will pay half the costs of the respondents in both Courts. 
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Before the Hoii^hle R. I*. Rampini^ Acting Chief Justice and 
Mr, Justice Ryves. 

PULIN CHANDRA MANUAL and others 

V. 

BALAI MANUAL and others. * 

Hindu Widow — Alif nation of portion of estate — Consent of next reversioner — 

Validity, 

An alienation by a widow of a portion of her husband’s estate is valid 
if made with the consent of the next reveisioner. The principle is not 
restricted to the case of alienation of the whole of the property. 

Noho Ki shore v Hurt Nath (1), 7/ew/ Chunder y, Sarnonioyi (2), Y may ah x, 
frovtnd ^3), Jiajranyi v. Manoharnika (4', and Annada Kumar v. Indra 
Jihushan (6J, followed, 

Behan Lai v. Madhv Lai (6), explained 

Marudamiithu x. Srmtvasa (7) not followed ; Jtadha Sham v.Joy Bam (8) 
ilistinguished. 

Appoal liy tho Plaintiffs. 

Suit to set aside an alienation by a Hindu widow. 

The facts of the case shortly stated were as follows : 

The disputed land belonged originally to Srinath Mondal. 
The plaintiffs were the sons of Srinath’s deceased brother Loke 
Nath ; on the death of Srinath, his widow held the lands as 
his heiress. The plaintiffs alleged that on the death of the 
\yidow they got possession of the lands as Snnath’s heirs, but 
were dispossessed by the defendants in Assar 1312, on the allega- 
tion that they purchased them from the widow by a kohala^ that 
the said kohala was invalid for want of consideration, that the 
widow had no legal necessity for selling the properties and that 
as such also the kohala was invalid. 

The defendants in reply urged that the kohala was a bonafide 
document executed for \alid consideration, that the widow was 
unable to maintain herself from the properties inherited by her, 
that she sold the properties for legal necessity and that the 
transaction was valid in law. 

The finding of the Courts below was that the immediate 
cause of the sale was the giving of dowry to the bride in con- 

‘'•Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 674 of 1907 againet the decision of 
0. W E Pittar Est] , District .Tudge of Murshidabad dated the 8th January 
19o7 affirming that of Babu Birendra Kumar Dntt, Munsiff, Kandi, dated the 
3rd July 1906. 

(I ) (1884) I. L. R 10 Calc. 1102. (2) (1894) I. L. R. 22 Calc. 364. 

. (3) (1000) 1. L R. 25 Bom 129 

(4) (1907 ) 6 0. L J 766 ; L. R. 36 I. A. 1; I. L. R. 30 All. 1. 

(6) 11907) 12 C. W. N» 49. (7) (1897) I. L, R. 21 Mad. 128. 

(6) (1891) 1. L. R. 19 Calo. 236. (8) (1890) 1. L. R 17 Calo. 896. 
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nection with the widow’s daughter’s sons’ marriage ; the con- 
sideration money of the kobala was not paid in cash, but that 
the widow, her daughter and her daughter’s son sold the pro- 
perties to defendant No. 4 at the alleged value of Rs. 100, but 
really in consideration of the* defendant No. 4 giving up the 
amount which they would have to pay as dowry to defendant 
No. 4’s daughter when the said widow’s daughter’s son married. 
Hence the Munsifl* held that the kobalti was executed for good 
consideration. It was further held, that the kobala was executed 
not only by the widow, but also by the two next reversionary 
heirs, vh.^ the daughter and the daughter’s son. Roth the 
daughter and the daughter’s son died after the sale, but before 
the institution of the suit. • 

The District Judge held that the alienation was valid, 
although there was no legal necessity for the sale, the marriage 
of a daughter’s son not constituting legal necessity ; that the 
decisions of the Calcutta High Court to the elTect that a grant 
by a Hindu widow with the sanction and concurrence of the 
next reversioner were applicable to a case in which a portion 
only of the estate had been alienated and relied on Behan Lai 
V. Madho Lai (i). 

Babtt Ram Chauder Mojumdar for the Appellant. — The 
case of Nahokishorc Sarmu* Roy v Han JVath Sarma Roy (2), 
is in my favour. The ground of the decision was thus stated 
at page iro8of the Report by Garth, C J “Rut, if it is 
once established, as a matter of law, that a widow may relinquish 
her estate in favour of her husband’s heir for the time bejng, it 
seems impossible to prevent any alienation, which the widow and 
the next heir may thus agree to make.” There can not be a 
relinquishment of part of the estate. In Behan Lai v. ^fadho 
L'll Ahir Gaviunl (i), their Lordships observed as follows : “ It 

may be accepted that, according to Hindu law, the widow can 
accelerate the estate of the heir by conveying absolutely and 
destroying her life estate, so that the whole estate should get 
vested at once in the grantee. The necessity of the removal of 
the obstacle of the life estate is a practical check on the frequency 
of such conveyances.’’ The words used were “ whole esti^e ” 
and not “ portion of the estate.” The case of Bajranf(i Singh v. 
'-Manokarnika Baksh Singh (3), does not touch the point at 
issue in tlie case. 

(1) (1891) I. L. R. 19 Calc. 238. 

(2) (1884) I. L. B. 10 Calo. 1102 (F. B.) 

(3) (1907) 6 C. L. J. 766 ; L. R. 35 I. A. 1 ; I. L. B. 30 All. 1. 
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[ Ryves J. — In that case, there were several alienations ; 
one set of reversioners consented at one sale and other set at 
other sales ]. 

The consent was given after all the sales were completed. 
Hence the consent was given to one complete alienation. 

Martidamuthu Nadan v. Srinivasa Pillai this ques- 
tion was decided, by a Full Bench, consisting of Shepherd, Subra- 
mania Ayyar, Davies and Boddam JJ. A Hindu widow 
with the consent of A, the then nearest reversioner, sold part of 
the property inherited by her from her husband. A predeceased 
the widow, and on her death B, C and D were the nearest rever- 
sioners, and they now sued to recover the property. It appeared 
that the sale was not justified by circumstances of legal necessity, 
and that D had not been born before the sale had taken place : 
Held, that the sale was not binding on the plaintiffs or 
any of them.” This case is directly in my favour. 

In the case of Radha Shyam Sircar v. Joy Ram Senapati (2), 
(decided by Prinsep and Kampini JJ.) it was held that an alienation 
of a portion of a widow’s estate was not valid There their 
Lordships at page 900 observed as follows ” But in our opinion 
the principle enunciated by the Full Bench (3) cannot be carried 
to this length, and can not be applied to an alienation of only a 
portion of the widow’s estate,” 

' Read passages from Dayabhaga and Mayne’s Hindu Law and 
Usage. 

Bahn A^/in/o.s/i Mukoji for the Respondent. — The case of 
Nohokishorc Sanaa Roy v. Han Nath Sanaa Roy (3), is in my 
favour. That case was applicable to alienations of whole as well 
as a portion of the estate. The alienation by the widow must 
be by destroying her life estate That was the condition imposed 
by the Privy Council in Bchaii Lai v. Madho Lai Ahir Gayawai 
(4). In that case it was found that the widow had not relinquish 
ed her life interest in the disputed property, and for the purpose 
of that case, there was no necessity for a pronouncement as tc 
whether any distinction could be made between a surrender o 
the whole or part of a life estate. 

The case of Marudamuthu Nadan v. Srinivasa Pillai 
wrongly interpreted the obsei\ations of their Lordships in th 
last case. I therefore submit it was wrongly decided. ^ 


(1) (1897) I. L. R. 21 Mad 128 (F B 1 i2) (189U) I L R. 17 Calc 896 

(8) (1884) 1 L. R 17 Calc. 1102 «F. B.) 

(4 (1801) I. L. B. 19 Calc. 236 (P. C.) 
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In //em Chittider SnttYal v. Sani'ipnovi Debt (i), their Lord- 
ships (Norris and Banerjee JJ.) observed at page 361 : “Touch- 
ing the Hindu widows power of alienation otherwise than 
foi legal necessity, two propositions appear to us to be well 
established. 

“ First, the widow may relinquish the whole of her interest in 
her husband’s estate, and then the next revcfsioner will acquire 
the estate absolutely. The reason of this is that it is the inter- 
vention of the wfdow that pobt pones the succession of the 
reversioner, and if she walks out of the scene, she theieby antici- 
pates for the reversioner the tune ot his succession. 

“ Second, the widow may convey to the next re\ersionei, or to 
a third party with the consent of the next re\eisioner, thv? whole 
or any portion of the estate, and the tiansferee will ^acquire an 
absolute interest.” The second proposition is directly in my 
favour In that case an alienation of a moiety of the properties 
was held \alid 

In v Mniiukatmkd Baksh (2), part of 

the estate inherited by the widow was alienated I'lieir Lordships 
stated the facts of the case thus “ He was absolute owner of an 
estate known as Piiulara Kamai and othei piopeit), which at his 
death passed to his w'idow% and, at her death would have passed 
to his daughters 6cc ” The whole of the estate Pmdara was alienat- 
ed at dilTerent times , but*the other piopert> was not d'hus in 
that case the whole w'as not alienated and their Loidships held 
t he alienation \ ahd 

In rinvdk’ \ (tnrind {}), an alienation of a part was held 
g‘H)d It was dcLided by Jenkins C J and Hanade J 

d'he hull Bench case of Xnhukishm c Smina /dovfq), ga\e 
effect to the existing case law on the subject, being to a great 
extent guided by the consideration that the) w’ould be disturbing 
titles acquired upon the stiength of that law if they w'ere at that 
period to overrule the pre\ious decisions. 

The case of Radha Shynni Sirctir (^), W’as decided on the 

# 

ground that the consent of all the reversioners was not given. 
See the case reported in the footnote of that case. 

The case of Atmada Kumar Roy \ ludra Rhusau Mtikhn- 
padhya (b), also shows that an alienation of a part is valid. • 


Civil, 

1908 . 

Pulin Chandra 
Mandat 

Maiidal. 


(1) (1804) I. L R 22 35i 

(2) (1997) 6 C L J 766 , L K I A 1 , I. L. li. 30 All. 1 

(3) (I960) 1. L, H 25 Bora 121) 16) (1800) I. L. 11. 17 Calc 896. 

(4) 0884; I. L. R. 10 Calc. 1102 (F. R) (6) (I907) 12 C. W. N. 49. 
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Babu Ram Chunder Mojumdar in reply. — The observations 
in the case of Hem Chunder Sanyal (i) are obiter. Not one of the 
cases referred to in Nobokishore Sarma Roy{2) deals with an aliena- 
tion of part of the estate. 

The case of Vinyak v. Gouind (3) was decided on a different 
principle. The principle of the decision was that the alienation 
made with the consent of the reversioner was presumed tO be for 
legal necessity. The Full Bench case of Nobokishore Sarma 
Roy{2) was decided on the principle of acceleration of the whole 
estate. So the Bombay case is no authority here. 

In the case of Bajran^i Singh (4) the whole was alienated. 

The case of Annada Kumar Roy (5) is no authority for the 
proposition contended for. There, no question as to alienation of 
part was raked. There, one of the reversioners sued for his share 
of the estate. 

c. A. V. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Bampini C. J. — The question contested before us in this 
second appeal is, whether the alienation by a Hindu widow 
of a portion of her husband’s estate without legal necessity but 
with the consent of the next reversioner is valid or not, or 
whethei an alienation by a Hindu widow in such circumstances 
is valid only if she alienates the whole of her husband’s property. 
The Judge in the Court below has decided that a widow may 
alienate a portion of her husband’s property if the next rever- 
sioner consents. The appellant’s pleader contends that this view 
is incorrect and that, unless the Hindu widow alienates the whole 
of heriiusband’s property and so, as it were, surrenders the 
whole of her interest in the whole of her husband’s property 
the alienation is invalid. The learned pleader for the appel 
lant has cited the following cases in support of his view, viz 
Behari Lai v. Madho Lai Ahir (6) Marudamathu Nandan v 
Srinivasa I^'llat (7) Radha Shy am Sircar v. Ram Senapati (8) 
By the other side, the cases of Nabo Kishor Sarma v. Han Natl 
Sarma (9) Hem Chandra Sanyal v. Sarnomayi Debiy (10) Vinayal 
Vithal v. Govind, (11) Bajnwgi^Stngh v. Manokarnikay (12) am 

(\/ (1894) I. L. R. 22 Talc. 3.54. (2) (1884) I. L. R. 10 Calc 1102 (F. B 

t8) (I9OO1 1 L R. 28 Bom. 129. 

(4) <1907) 6 C. L J. 766 ; L R. 36 1. A. 1 : I. L. R 30 All 1. 

<6) 11907) 12 C. W. N. 49. (9) (1884) I L R. 10 Calc. 1102. 

(01 (1891) 1. li. R. 19 Calc. 236 ; (?0) (1894) I. L. R. 22 Calc 364 

(7) (1897) I. L. R. 81 Mad. 128 ; (ID (1900) 1 L. R. 25 Bom. 129. 

(8) (1890) I. L. R. 17 Calc. 896. (12) (1907) L R. 35 I. A 1. 
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Antiada Kumar Roy v. Ituira B/ntshau Mukhopadhya (l) have Civil. 

been relied on. . 1908 . 

Wc are of opinion that the view of the learned District puiJa^*ChAm!ra 

Judge is correct, and that a Hindu widow nuay validly alienate AUndal 

a portion of her husband’s property with the consent of the paiai MiumUI. 


next reversioner. There would seem to be no reason why she 
should nol do so, or why to make a \alid alienation she must 
convey or surrender the whole of her husband’s piopeity. The 
only direct authorityVor such a view is to he found in the judg- 
ment of the Madras High Court in Marudamuthu Xadan v. 
Srinivasa Pi//at\ (2) in which two formei judgments of the 
Court to the contrar) effect are overruled , hut the decision in 
this case would seem to be based on a mistaken mtei pi ctation 
of the rule laid down by then Lordships of the Pri\y Council 
in Bchati Lai v Madlm Lai Aim (3)?7j,that the surrendei 
must be absolute and complete and that the whole estate should 
he withdrawn. Tins does not, we think, mean that the bus- 
hand’s whole propert) must be alienated It only means that the 
whole estate of the widow' in tlie hushand’s piopcitv must he 
withdrawn and that she cannot letain an\ mtele^t in it In the 
case of Radlta Sham Sncat \ Jav Ram Sctiapaii, (4) some of the 
reversioneis onl) consented to the alienation, and, lor this leason, 
It w'as held to be invalid as being an alienation of onl> a part ol 
the Hindu widow’s interest • J’he case leported in the foot-note 
at page 900 show's that this was the meaning of this judgment 
The case of Behan Lai \ Madho Lai Aim (3) has been consi- 
dered by the Distiict Judge in his judgment, and, w'c think must 
( be interpreted in the w’ay in which, while alluding to Mr. Justice 
Subramaniya Aiyar's judgment in Manidamuthu v Srinivasa 
Ihllai (2), we have indicated it should, in our opinion, be 
construed. 

On the other hand, tlie Full Bench decision in the case of 
Nobo Kishore Sarma v. Llan Nath Saima (5) broadly lays dow’ii 
that “ uqder the Hindu law' current in Bengal, a transfer or 
conveyance by a widow upon the ostensible ground of legal 
necessity, such transfer or conveyance being assented to by the 
person who at the time is the next reversioner, will conclude 
another persoh not a party thereto, who is the actual reversioryrr 

upon the death of the widow, from asserting his title to the 

r • 

(1) (190?) 12 0. W. N. 49 ; (3) (1891) I L. K. 19 Calc 230 

(2) (1897) I. L. n. 21 Mad 128 ; (4) 11890) I L U. 17 C'lL. 890 ; 

(5) (1884) I L n. 10 Calc. 1102, 
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property.” The Full Bench make no distinction between an 
alienation of the whole or of a pant of the property. Then, in 
the case of Hem Chandra Sanyal v. Sarnamoyi Dehi^ (i) it has 
been expressly said : “ The widow may convey to the reversionei 
or to a third party, with the consent of the next reversioner, the 
whole or any portion of the estate^ aVid the transferee will acquire 
an absolute interest.” It is objected that this is an obiter dictum 
but it is the view of a distinguished Hindu lawyer. The case o 
Vinayak v. Govind^ (2) is a direct authority for holding that ; 
Hindu widow may validly alienate portions of her husband’ 
property with the consent of the next reversioners. The cas 
of Bajrangi v. Manokarnika^ (3) is also an authority for this view 
In this case, portions of the husband’s property were alienate 
on different occasions between 1872 and 1875 The subsequer 
consent of the reversioners, though given in 1877 and 1878, wj 
held to validate the alienations. Again, in Annada Kumar Ra 
V. Indr a Bhusan Mtikhopadhya^ (4) the alienation by a Hind 
widow of the half’ share of her husband’s property in favour 
of the then reversioner was«'held to be legal and valid. 

The consensus of authority is accordingly in favour of tl 
view taken by the learned District Judge. 

We dismiss the appeal wdth costs. 

N. K. B. Appeal dtsmisst 

(1) (1894) I L R. 22 Calc 364, (3) (1907) L K. 35 1. A. I. 

(2) (1900) I L. U. 25 Bom 129. (4) (1907) 12 C W . N., 49. 
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Before Mr. Justice Stephen and Mr. fustice Holmwood. 
NAGENDRABALA DEBYA 
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July, 15, S4. 


TARAPADA ACHARJEE AND ANOTHER.* 


Added plaint tff — Pro forma defendant joined a» Plaintiff — Limitation Act ( 
of 1877), Sec 22, 

Where a person, who was at the institution of a suit mside^pro forma de 
dant, subsequently is joinetl as a plaintiff, Sec. 22 of the Limitation Act docs 
apply. In such a case the added plaintiff is not a ‘ new plaintiff.* 

Abdul Rahman v. Amtr Ah {\) tim\ Ram Kinkar v. Akhil Chandra 
distinguished. 


Appeal by the Defendant. 

^ Suit for rent. 

» u* from Appellate Decree No. 693 of I9(i7. against the decisio 

R^^nanath Sen, Subonlinate Judge, Rajshah>e, dated 1.5th Decei 
Satish Chandra Biswas, Munsiflf of Naogaon, d 
the 26th February 1906. * 

(1) (1907) 5 C. L. J. 486 ;.I. L. R. 34 Calc. 612 

(2) (1207) I. L. R. 36 Calc. 619. 
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The material facts and .arguments appear from the judg- 
ment. 

Babu Mohini Mohan Chakravarti for the Appellant. 

Babn Satish Chandra Ghost for the Respondents. 

• C. A. V. 

The following judgment was delivered : 


Civil, 

im. 

NAgendmbaU Debjn 
< 1 . 

TftraiMida Acharjc< 


This is a suit fey two years rent of a ^n/ni holding and was 
originally brought by plaintiff No. i, one of the respondents before 
us, at a period when no portion of the claim was barred by any 
limitation. Plaintiff No. i is an 8 annas co-sharer of the holding 
and as his co-sharer refused to join him, he made him a pro fortna 
defendant. He stated in his plaint that he sued for the entire i6 
annas of the rent due, but at the same time he asKed to have 
awarded to him only half of the money actually due. The suit 
was decreed exparte^ but was subsequently re-opened under section 
io8. Civil Procedure Code, on defendants applying a year after. 
After this, plaintiff No i procured the amendment of his plaint 
in two ways, namely by having a guardian ad htem appointed 
for the first defendant, and a description of the pro forma defen- 
dant as an executor to a deceased lady added to his name. 

The pro forma defendant also procured himself to be made a 
plaintiff instead of a defendant. All these changes were made 
after the expiration of three years from the time when rent last 
became due ; and in the Court below it was argued that each of 
them caused the suit to be time-barred under section 22 of the 
Limitation Act. The first two changes, the introduction of a 
guardian and the description of defendant No. 2 were not relied 
on before us, as bringing section 22 into operation, and we have 
only to consider the effect of changing defendant No. 2 into a 
plaintiff, after the expiration of the period of limitation. Had 
he been then brought into the suit for the first time, there would 
be no donbt that the section would apply ; see Abdul Rahman 
V. Amir^Ali (\) where an assignee was substituted as plaintiff for 
the assignor under section 372, Civil Procedure Code, and Ram 
Kinkar Biswas v. Akhil Chundra Chr/wdhuri^ (2) where a defen- 
dant was added under section 32. In both these cases, however, 
the added party was brought into the suit for the first time By 
l^he order of the Court. Here, the added plaintiff was brought 
into the suit at its institution ; his interest was that of a plaintiff, 
and the original plaintiff had a right to enforce his interest as a 


(2) (1907) I. L. B. 35 Calc. 519. 


(1) (1907) I L. R. 34 Calc 612. 



288 


THE OALOUTTA LAW JOURNAL. 


[VoL. VIII. 


Civil, 

1908. 

Nagendrabala Debya 

V 

Tarapada Acharjec. 


co-sharer. The Chief Justice in Abdul Rahman v. Amir Alt (i) 
describes a new plaintiff as a person who has not before been 
a plaintiff ; but we cannot think that this ought to be held as 
excluding a person in the position of the added plaintiff in this 
case. In Krishna v. Mekampcruma (2), two defendants were added 
as plaintiffs at a time when their remedy was time-barred, but 
this was done against their wishes and they were not entitled to 
the same relief as the original plaintiffs. This was held to be 
irregular, and they were replaced in their original position as 
defendants. Here the facts are just the reverse, and the course 
followed there is not open to us. Nor according to the The Oriental 
Bank V. Charriol (3), as explained in Gurnvayya v. Dattatraya (4) 
and in Ram Kinkar Bisivas v. Akil Chandra Chaudhnri (5) can we 
hold that the addition was irregular merely because it was after 
the period of limitation. If the added plaintiff is to be treated as 
a new plaintiff, the original plaintiff will lose all the advantage 
that he sought to derive from making him a defendant at hrst. 
To hold that the added plapitiff is not a new plaintiff seems to be 
in accordance with the decision of the Madras Court, and not in- 
consistent with the decisions of this Court. It is further to be 
observed that there is no question of the original plaintiff being 
debarred from his remedy by section 22, as the section applies 
only to the added plaintiff, and in this case it is probable, though 
we need not actually decide the point, that the original plaintiff, 
on his present plaint, could have recovered the remedy that he 
now seeks, without the added plaintiff appearing in the suit at all, 
and he could certainly have recovered it on a properly drafted 
plaint, which brings the case within the rule laid down in the 
Bombay decision we have referred to. 

This view of the case obviates any difficulty arising from the 
question of whether the original plaintiff sued for 16 annas or 8 
annas of the rent, and this appeal is therefore dismissed with 
costs. 


Appeal dismissed, 

(1) (1907) I. L. R. 3t Calc. 612. (3) (18S6) I. L. U. 12 Calc. 642. 

(2) (1886) I L U 10 Mad 44. (4) (1903) 1 L. R. 28 Bom. 11 at 20. 

(6) (1907) I, L. R. 36 Calc. 519. 
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PURNENDU NARAIN ROY and othhks 

CIVIL. 

DWIJENDRA NARAIN ROY.* 

Rttfmfnt — Way, rttjht it/^Iinplu'd gpattt~-^AU<»rit ilrfpnt*e*~\o ohjrctioa — 

^ Xo prt*judtce. 

No grant of an easement can be implieti from a defenilant using a lain! for 
eight years without any objection on the part of the plaintiff. 

Pet Mookerje4i J . — There is no iiiiplievl reservation of an casement m case one 
transfers a part of his land ovei vnIucIi he has» previously exercised a privilegt% 
in favour of the land he retains, unless the buiden is apparent, continuous and 
strictly neoAissary for the enjoyment of the land retained. 

Sufiield V. Brown (1), Whrrldon v. Bin rowx (2), Jiiufsrl \ (:t) and 

Barn Xurain v. Kamala Knntn (I) referretl to. 

Implication of a grant of ea.sement, upon the Ke\eiancc of a tenement, 
extends to a way which is a foiiiicd or met.illed roa<l. 

It IS open to a defoinlaiit to set up altei native «h fences, r r/. to set up as a 
defence, that he was the ownei of the piopeity in dispute ami if he was not 
tlie owner, he had a right of e.iseiiient ovei li. 

Xarendra Xath v. Ahhai/a Charan (5) applied 

A plaintiff will not be allovveil to laise any objection as to defendant’s 
sotting up alternative defences, at the appellate 8tag«‘ of the suit, when no such 
objection was raised in the Court of fiist iiintance and it was not shown that he 
was in any way prvjudice<l. • 

Pitriffimani v Amhfra Chiirun (<>) refeiieil to. 

Appeal by the Defeiulants (Hospoiideiifs in mh'oihI ApjH'al.) 

Suit for recovery of posfeess'ioii of land. 

The facts and arguments appear from the judgment of 
Mookcrj'ee J. 

Dr. Rash B chary Ghosc and Bahu Ilcmcudta Nath Sen for 
the Appellant (In second appeal ) 

Babu Ram Chandra Mazumdar for the Respondents. 

c.. A. 

The case was arguc»d on 21th August lOOd, and the judgment 
against which the present appeal was preferred was delivered on 
12tli NovemlKjr 1906 hy 

Mookeiiee J. — This is an appeal on behalf of the plaintiff in 

• Letters Patent Appeal No. 121 of 1906 from the dcciMon of Hon’Vde 
Mr Justice Mookerjee, dated 12th November 1906, in Appeal from Appellate 
Decree No. 1496 of 1905, against the decree of W H. I^e Kmj , District Judge 
of Murshidabad, dated 8th June 1906, affirming that of Babu J. N. Chaki;^varti, 

Munsiff of Kandi, dated 4th January 1905. 

(1) (18li4) 4 De. Gex. J A: S 185 , 46 E. B. 888. 

(2) (1879) 12 Ch D. 31. 

(3) (1883) 25 Ch. D. 569 

(4) (1899) I L. B. 26 Calc. 811. 

(5) (1906) 4 C. L J. 437 ; I. L. B. 34 Calc. 61. 

(6) (190G) 1 C. L. J. 367. 
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an action for recovery of possession of a small parcel of land, 
which at one time belonged to both the parties to this suit. 
The defendants are all uterine brothers, and the plaintiff is their 
step-brother. Their father died in 1891, and sometime after, 
they effected a division of their properties by an award of arbitra- 
tors in May 1896. Under the award, the parcel in dispute fell to 
the share of the defendants Nos. 2 and 3. Subsequently, on the 28th 
August 1896, by a mimanasapatra or a deed of settlement, there 
was an exchange of some of the properties between the parties, 
and under this deed, the parcel in suit was given to the plaintiff 
The plaintiff alleges that in January 1903, his possession was 
disturbed by the defendants who claimed a right of way over the 
disputed land. He consequently prays for declaration of title, for 
confirmation of possession, and also for the grant of a perpetual 
injunction, restraining the defendants from using the land as a 
private pathway. The defendants resisted the claim substantially 
on two alternative grounds. In the first place, they contended 
that assuming that the plaintiff was the owner of the property, 
they had a right of way over it. This right, they based upon one or 
more of several grounds, namely, either because the way had exis- 
ted from time immemorial, or because it was an easement of 
necessity, or because at the time the exchange took place on the 
mimansapatm m 1896, there was an understanding 
between the parties, that the defendants would continue to 
exercise the right of way as before. In the second place, they 
put forward the alternative contention, that the plaintifl had nc 
subsisting title to the property, because they had obtained it 
from him by exchange about two months after the date of the 
mimaiisapatra. Upon these pleadings, the following issues were 
framed : (i) Have the defendants a right of way over the dis- 
puted land ? (2) Is the way an easement of necessity for the 

defendants ? (3) Did the plaintiff give the disputed land to the 

defendants in exchange for other land ? The Court of first ins 
tance found upon the second and third issues in favour of the 
plaintiff holding that the plaintiff had a subsisting title, that the 
story of exchange set up by the defendants was untrue, and that 
tbw defendants had no easement of necessity inasmuch as the) 
had at least two other ways by which they could go from theii 
new corridor to their store house. Upon the first issue, the 
learned Munsiff found, that as the property had been joint up U 
1896, the defendants could not have acquired any prescriptive 
riffht of wav over it under section 26 of the Indian Limitatioi 
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Act. He also found that as the alleged way was not formed or 
metalled road, but an undefined tract with no permanence in the 
adaptation of the tenement from which continuity could be 
inferred, the defendants could not have any right by implied 
grant, as explained in the case of Ram Nunun v. Kamala Kanta 
(i). But the learned Munsiff held, that as the defendants had been 
allowed by the plaintiff to use the way for a period of eight years, 
without any objection on the part of the plaintiff, it must be taken 
that the defendants had acquired some right under an implied 
grant from the plaintiff, who was equitably estopped from question- 
ing the validity of the right claimed. He accordingly gave the 
plaintiff a decree declaring his title and entitling him to i;eco\er 
possession, if he has actually been dispossessed, but he refused to 
grant an injunction restraining the defendant from e:lei vising a 
right of way over the land. Against this decree, both the parties 
' appealed to the District Judge , the plaintiff, on the ground that 
the defendants had not acquired any light of way, and the defend- 
ants, on the ground that their title had been established by the 
evidence. The learned District Jixlge has dismissed both the 
appeals The plaintiff has appealed to this Court, and the defend- 
ants have filed a memorandum of cross-objections which, however, 
have not been pressed at the hearing before me Consequently, 
the concurrent finding of the Courts below, that the land in 
dispute belongs to the plaintiff, remains unchallenged, and the 
only questions which require consideration are those raised in 
the plaintiff’s appeal, and these are reducible to two. It is con- 
tended in the first place, that it was not open to the defendants 
to set up alternative cases, and it is argued in the second •place, 
that upon the facts found, the defendants have no right of way. 

As regards the first contention, it cannot be successfully 
maintained in view of the recent decision of the Full Bench in 
the case of Narendra Nath v. Ahhaya Charan (2). The principle 
which underlies that decision is, I ihink, applicable quite as much 
to a plaintiff, as to a defendant, and I must hold that it is open 
to a defendant to set up alternative defences, c.g.^ to set up as a 
defence, that he was the owner of the property in dispute, and 
if he was not the owner, he had a right of easement over it. 
Besides, in tfie* present case, no objection appears to have been 
f taken in the Court of first instance, on behalf of the plaintijT, to 
the form pf the defence ; nor is it suggested that the plaintiff has 
been in any way prejudiced ; it is, therefore, too late for the 
(I) (1S90) I. L. R. 26 Calc. 311. (2> il906) 4 C. L. J. 437. 
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plaintiff to take the objection now. {Durgamani v. Ambica 
Char an (i).) 

As regards the second contention, the facts appear to be as 
follows : the property was joint up to 1896, when upon partition 
and exchange, it fell to the share of the plaintiff. According tc 
the case of the defendants, they had, at the time of the partition 
a way over it ; but the learned District Judge observes, that it i: 
not clear upon the evidence whether they used to use the path 
a long time back ; he further finds, that it is'not clear whethei 
the door opened by the defendants in their own building leading 
to the way was opened by them, as they allege in 1897, im 
mediately after the partition, or in 1901 as the plaintiff asserts 
Under these circumstances, it is difficult to see how the defendant 
have acquired a right of way. Clearly, they have not acquiree 
any prescriptive right under the Statute. It is not suggestei 
that there was any express grant of any right of way at the tim 
of the exchange. The learned vakil for the respondents concede 
that he is not prepared to contend that there was an implie 
reservation at the time of the exchange. Indeed, having regar 
to the undoubted facts of this case and the authorities on th 
subject, it is difficult to see how any other view could be main 
tained. In the fust place, it is doubtful, according to the findir 
of the learned District Judge, whether there was at the time » 
the partition and exchange, an existiitg right of way ; at any rat 
there was none which had been used for any length of time ; ai 
clearly, as the Munsiff finds (which finding does not appear 1 
have been challenged before the District Judge), whatever wj 
there, might have been, was not a formed or metalled road but a 
undefined track. In the second place, there is no implied rese 
vation of an easement in case one transfers a part of his land ov< 
which he has previously exercised a privilege, in favour of tl 
land he retains, unless the burden is apparent, continuous ai 
strictly necessary for the enjoyment of the land retained, 
support of this proposition, it is sufficient to refer to the cases 
Suffield\. Brown (2) Whecldon v. Burrous (3) Russell Watt 
and to the summary of the law as stated in Goddard on Easemer 
6th Ed. p. 192. Thesameview wastakenby Banerjee and Ramp 
J!j.in/?^?m Narain v. Kamala Kanta {$). It follows, con 
quenlly, that the defendants cannot succeed on the ground tl 

(1) (1906) 4 C L J. 367. (3> (1879) 12 Ch. D. 31. 

(2) (1864) 4 DeO. J. & S. 186. (4) (1883) 26 Ch. D. 659. 

(6) (1899) 1. L. R. 26 Calc. 311. 
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there was an implied reservation of a way over the land injsuit^ at 
the time they transferred it to* the plaintiff. The learned vakil for 
the respondents did not challenge this view, and indeed, he con- 
ceded that the judgment of the^ District Judge could not be sup- 
ported on the ground stated therein. He suggested, however, 
that there was some arrangement between the parties in 1H97, 
under which the plaintiff granted this way to the defendants. 
No such case, howevier, was made in the pleadings, nor is it raised 
in the issues, and no trace of it can be found in the judgment of 
the learned District Judge. The defendants cannot be allowed, at 
this stage, to make a new case on the facts. 1 may add that no 
attempt was made before me to support the view of the Munsiff 
as to equitable estoppel ; no such question was raised in the 
pleadings or in the issues, and it does not appear to have been 
argued before the District Judge. On the whole, therefore, I 
must hold, that the defendants have failed to establish any legal 
ground upon which their claim to a right of way can be 
supported. 

The result, therefore, is that thil appeal must be allowed, 
and the decree of the Court below varied. The decree will not only 
declare the plaintifl'’s title and entitle him to lecovei possession, 
but it will also declare that the defendants have no right of way 
over the disputed land, and, will giant a perpetual injunction 
restraining them from using the land as a private pathway. The 
plaintiff is entitled to his costs in all the Courts 

Babn Ram Chandra Maznmdar for the Appellants 

Babus Di^amhar Chatter) ec and Hemendia Nath Sen for 
the Respondents 

The judgment of the Court was as follow.s : 

Maclean C. J. — I think the conclusion at which Mr. Justice 
Mookerjee has arrived is quite right. The land in dispute ad- 
mittedly belongs to the plaintiff. It is a miserable piece of land, 
the whole subject-matter of the suit being valued at Rs. 30 The 
defendant says that he has a right of way* over the land The 
District Judge says that the defendant has a right of way by 
implied grant. One can obtain a right of way over another’s 
property in several ways. According to the facts found in thh 
case, the defendant has used a right of way over the disputed 
^nd for eight years : he cannot be said to have got a right* of 
way by pr^ription. Then, there is nothing to show that he got 
it by express grant. What is there to suggest that there was an 
implied grant ? There is nothing to show that. It is suggested 
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that some seven or eight years ago, there was an agreement 
between the parties that the defendant should have a right of 
way over this land and the plaintiff should have a right of way- 
through the defendant’s land. If that is so, that is not a ques- 
tion of implied grant, but is a question of agreement, which is 
susceptible of proof, but of which there is no evidence. The 
Munsiff seems to have inferred from the fact that for eight years 
the defendant was using the land without any objection on the 
part of the plaintiff that a grant must be implied. This is not 
so. The defendant might have used the road with the permis- 
sion of the plaintiff, and, subsequently the parties fell out and the 
plaintiff withdrew the permission. There was, therefore, no im- 
plied gran^. 

I think, for these reasons, without going into any authorities, 
that the judgment of Mr. Justice Mookerjee is right, and the 
appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Holmwood J.— I agree. 

A. T. M. Appeal dismissed. 


Before Sii luaiuis IT. MmleaHy Kt,. K C.I.E ^ Chief Justice and 
Mr, Justice Coxe, 

ANNADA KRISHNA DF.Y 

• Z’ 

JOGENDRA NATH DRY and others.* 

Cn'd PioceduTP Code (XIV of 1SS2J Seojf SO, 4G2, 300, 024, 029— Notice, Servtce 
of, if proper — Sernceonthe outer-door of the offiie — lienew, order on, 
ij can be que^st toned in appeal Jiom pnal decree — Guardian of minor 
applying to refer to arbitration — Leave or eonnent of Gouit if necessary. 

Affixing a notice to the outer-ilooi of the office in which the person to 
whom the notice was adiliessed works as an employee, is not a good service 
under section 80 of the Cmle of Civil rrocediire 

Under section (529 of the Coile of Civil Ihocetlure, it is open to the appel- 
lant on the appeal from the final decree, to take objection to the older passed 
on the application for review. 

A Judge (not being a Judge of the High Court), other than a Judge whe 
delivered the judgment, has no jurisdiction to grant an application for review 
o the ground that no leave or consent of the Court under section 462 of th( 
Cotie of Civil Procedure had been given to the guardian ad htem to refer thi 
matter in dispute between the parties to the suit to arbitration. 

Seinhle — Such leave or consent of the Court to the application by al 

• Appeal from Original Decree No. 182 of 1906, against the decree of Babi 
Jogendra Nath Mukerji, Subonlinate Judge, Court, 24-Parganas, dated th 
31 St January 1908. 
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the parties to refer the matter to arbitration is not neceisMiry under section 463 
of the Cotle of Civil Procotlure. • 

_ Ilardeo Sa/tat v (Zaun Shatthtr (1) approve*!. 

lAilihmami Chetti v ChmNattuimhi Ch*th (2) not followixl. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for partition. 


Civiiii 

1008. 

Annatia Kriahna Oej 
r. 

Jogendra Nath Ooy. 


The facts of the case shortly stated were as follows : — 

A suit for paTtition was instituted, and a decree was passed 
in terms of award made by arbitrators, to whom the matters in 
dispute in the suit were referred by order of Court on the 
application of the parties under section 506, Civil Procedure 
Code. Some of the parties were minors and the application 
for reference was made by their p[uardian on tbeir behalf ; 
but no leave or consent of the Court under section 4^2, Civil 
Procedure Code, was given, 'fhe minors, therefore, applied 
for a review of judgment to a Judge other than the Judge who 
delivered the judgment. Their application was twice rejetted, 
and a notice of the third application was served on the plaintifT 
by affixing it (notice) to the outer-door of the office in which he 
had been working without making any attempt to serve oit him 
personally. The suit was revived but dismissed for non-apj>ear- 
ance of the plaintiff. Against the decree dismissing the siirt, 
the plaintifT appealed. • 

Babti Baranasihasi Mukciji for the Appellant. — The appel- 
lant in appealing against the final decree can attack the order 
granting review , see section 629, Civil Procedure Code. 

No notice was served according to law upon the appellant. 
No inquiry was made about him before making a substituted 
service. Sec Rajeudro Nath San\al v. Jan Mcah (3) and Kah 
Naram v. Sheikh Bojnf) (4) Besides, substituted service can 
only be made at the dwelling house , sec section 80, Civil Proce- 
dure Code. The order granting review, therefore, ought to be 
set aside ; sec sections 626, 629. Civil Procedure Code. 

The order granting review is also bad, because the Judge 
had no jurisdiction to entertain the application. Sec section 624 
Civil Procedure Code. Here there was no “ discovery of new 
matter or evidence” nor was there any “clerical error.” 

The learned Subordinate Judge was also wrong on the 
nerits. No leave of the Court is necessary for a reference to 


(1) (1905) I. L. R. 28A1I.135. 

(2) (1900) \ L. K. 24 Mad 320 


(3) (1898) I. L K. 26 Calc. 101 

(4) (1898) 3 C. VV. N. .307 
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arbitration by order of the Court. The reference is an act of 
the Court and not of the parties, although an application from 
all the parties is necessary under section 506, Civil Procedure 
Code. There was neither an agreement nor a compromise, for 
which alone leave is necessary under section 462, Civil Procedure 
Code. See Hardeo Sahai v. Gaurishankar (i). This question 
was also raised before the Privy Council, but their Lordships 
thought that “ there did not appear to have been any substance 
in it.’’ See Ghulam Khan v. Muhammad Nassau (2). 

Bahu Brojolal Chuckerbutty (with him Babu Narendra 
Chandra Bose ) for the Respondents. — The appellant can not ask 
the Court to set aside the final decree only on grounds which 
would vitiate the order granting review. There must be inde- 
pendent grounds for attacking the final decree. He ought to 
have preferred an appeal against the order granting review. 

Whether notice was served or not, cambe determined on 
evidence alone, and the proper course for the appellant would be 
to apply to the lower Court. 

The lower Court had jurisdiction and the application was 
not barred under section 624, Civil Procedure Code ; for the word 
“ error ” in that section is co-extensive in signification with the 
words “ mistake or error ” in section 623, Civil Procedure Code. 

Reference to arbitration stands, on the same footing with a 
compromise, and leave of Court is therefore necessary ; sec 
Lakshmana Che tit v. Chintiathambi Chciti (3). 

The appellant was not heard in reply. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Maclean C. J. — This is an appeal from a decree of the 
Subordinate Judge, Second Court, of 24-Pergunnas, dated the 
2nd of February 1906. 

The suit was one for partition. The plaint was filed on the 
26th of August, 1898 ; and there were many defendants, amongst 
whom there were three minors who were represented in the 
suit by their mother as guardian. On the 15th of April 1898, 
upon the application of all parties and under an order of the 
Court, the matter in dispute was referred to arbitration. The 
a»'»ard was filed in June 1899, and on the 19th of June in that 
year, a decree in accordance with the award was duly passed. 
In pursuance of that decree, the property has been partitioned. 
The original plaintiff died ; the precise date of his death has not 

(1> (1906) I. L. R, 28 All. 36. 

(2) (1901) I. L. R. 29 Calo. 167 (181, 186) ; L, B. 29 I. A. 61. 

(3) (1900; I. L. R, 24 Mad. 826. 
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been stated to us ; but it has been conceded by the respondents 
that he died shortly after the date of the decree. The present 
'appellant is his heir and represent at ive, and he was not substi- 
tuted on the record until the 21st of December 1905, and he 
was so substituted on the app^cation of the present respondents. 

On the 23rd of February 1905, an application for review was C, /. 

made by the present respondents, and that was rejected on the 
13th of May 1905? On the 24th of May IQ05, a second similar 
application was made ; that was rejected on the 15th of July 1905. 

The present appellant, although he had not been substituted 
on the record, was apparently before the Court on the last 
application. 

On the 30th of August 1005, a third application was made 
for review. That was heard /’.x* and allowed on the iMth 
of November, 1905. It is, I think, quite clear upon the evidence, 
although the Subordinate Judge who dealt with the question of 
review found that the notices had been served upon the present 
appellant, that those notices had not been served in complianc/"* 
with section 80 of the Code of Civil Procedure, and that in "" 
effect that order was made expartr. The application of the 30th^~ 
of August 1905 was successful. The review was granted, and*^ 
the decree was set aside, and it was ordered that the entire si^f' 
should be tried dc tinvo. C>n the 1 8th of December 1905, pov^r 
was given to some of the defendants to file their written sta^- 
ments, and the case was put down for trial on the 2nd\)f’^ 

February 1906. The present appellant did not appear, and 
suit was dismissed for default. He now appeals from that decrl^. 

It is clear that, having regard to the provisions of section 
629 of the Code of Civil Procedure it is open to the appellant, 
on the appeal from the final decree, to take objection to the order 
passed on the application for review : and, he is now taking and 
making that objection. His first objection is that having regard 
to the language of Section 624, the Court had no jurisdiction to 
make tViis order. It is common ground that the Judge who 
made the order was not the judge who had delivered the judg- 
ment originally. Section 624 runs as follows : “ Except upon the 
ground of the discovery of such new and important matter 
, evidence as aforesaid,” which is not suggested in the present 
(l^^ase, or of some clerical error apparent on the face of the decree, 
no application for a review of judgment, other than that of a 
High Court, shall be made to any Judge other than the Judge 
who delivered it.” The ground upon which the review was 
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granted wa5 that the leave or assent of the Court had not been 
given on behalf of the minors to 1:he matter being referred to 
arbitration^ and, it is urged that, having regard to section 462 ot 
the Code of Civil Procedure such leave was necessary. That 
was the view taken by the Subordinate Judge who acceded to 
the application, and he allowed the application for review on that 
ground. The first question then is whether the case falls within 
Section 624 ; the ground for allowing the review I have stated ; 
as to whether it is sound or not, I will say a word in a moment. 
It was'certainly not upon the ground of the discovery of new and 
important matter or evidence, nor was it upon the ground of 
some clerical error apparent on the face of the decree. The 
language of the section is clear ; and, reading the language in its 
ordinary signification, it seems to me that the Judge had no 
jurisdiction, not being the same Judge who delivered the judg- 
ment, to grant the review. This is sufficient to dispose of the 
matter, apart from the question that the order on the review 
which was against the appellant, was passed behind his back. 
In this view, it is not necessary to express any final opinion as to 
whether the leave or consent of the Court to the application by 
all the parties to refer the matter to arbitration was necessary 
under section 462. The present inclination of my opinion is, 
having regard to the case of Harden ^ahai v. Ganri Shankar (i), 
though I am not unmindful of the case of Lakskmana C/ietti v. 
Chinnathamhi Chetti (2), that such leave or consent was not 


necessary. 

In these circumstances, the order of the i8th of November 
1905, made on review, appears to me to have been made without 
jurisdiction, and it is open to the appellant in appealing from the 
final decree to raise this question. 

The result, therefore, is that the appeal must be allowed, 
and the order on review, of the i8th of November 1905 must be 
discharged, and the appellant must have the costs of this appeal. 


A. T. M. 


Appeal allowed. 
(2) (1900) I. L. R. 21 Mad 320. 


(1) (1905) I. L. R. 28 All. 35. 
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Before Mr, ^tistice Rampini and Mr. ynstice Mookerjee. 

RABIA KHATUN and others 

V. 

RANI BILASHMANI DKBI and another.* 

Lind A< t (VII of 1S76\ Sft** 7S — ILyistmtion dnnng 

of HUlt, 

If the name of a proprietor is regihlcrtvl un.Ier the Land lle^i>.t rat ion Act, 
(liinnj^ the pendency of It suit for rent by him, and the rcnisfralion decree is 
pn>luce«l m the course of the truil, it must Ik.* Indti that there is siifllcieiit 
compliance with the re<nnrenients of the Act. 

Appeal l)y the Plaiiitills. 

Suit for rent. 

The facts appear from the lucl^^ment. 

Dr. Sarat C/iauder Bauetjee ( tnr M. Xahaditt Ra/nnt Zahid) 
for the Appellants. 

Bdhus Harcntird Xaiiitn Mitt a and y<>i(cndia Chandei Dntt 
for the Respondents. 

The jiulement of tlie Court was thdivered hy 

Rampini J. — This appeal arises out of a suit for rent, 
brought upon a kabnliat. The kahnhat was not executed in 
favour of the plaintiffs, but in fa\our of a predecessor of the 
plaintiffs The plaintiffs are now in possession of the land, in 
respect of the ownership pf which the kahnhat was granted. 
The rent sued for accrued for certain khanja tahnjs and certain 
shtkmi taluqs. 

The lower appellate Court has given the plaintiffs a decree in 
respect of the shikmi taluqs, but has disallowed the claim in 
respect of the khanja taluqs^ on the ground that the plaintiffs’ 
names have not been registered as owners thereof, under the 
Land Registration Act, and that the registration decree produced 
in the course of the suit and before the grant of the final decree 
by the first Court is not sufficient to justify a decree for rent 
being passed in the plaintiffs’ favour. Furthermore, the 
Subordihate Judge has held that the provisions of section 8i of 
the Land Registration Act do not save the bar arising under 
section 78 of the same Act, inasmuch as the kahnhat was not 
executed in favour of the plaintiffs, but in favour of one of thoir 
predecessors. 

p The plaintiffs appeal to us and contend that the SubordiAate 
Judge is \trong upon both points. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree, No. .S04 of 1906, afcainst the decree of Babil 
Dhandra Qhose, Sub>Judge, Dacca, dated the 25th November 1904, 
modifyifie the decree of Babu Kali Kumar Barkar, Munsiff, Dacca, date<l the 
‘il -it July 1903. 


OXTtL. 

1900. 

Aprils 20 , 





THB CALCUTTA LAW J0UBN4L? 


[VOL. VIII. 


300 


Civil. 

1906. 

Rabia Kbatun 

Rani Btlashmani 
Debi. 

Bampini^ J, 


We think it is clear that the Subordinate Judge is wrong in 
holding that the registration decre'e produced before the final 
decree in the suit was given, is not sufficient to justify the 
plaintiffs getting a decree for rent. We think that the Subordi- 
nate Judge has misread the ruling in the case of Alimuddin 
Khan v. Hit a Lall Sen (i), which has been followed in the cases of 
Abul Khair v. Meher Alt (2) and Harehhrtshna Das v. 
Brindahun Shaha (3). We think it is clear ^ from these rulings 
that if a registration decree is produced in the course of the 
trial of the suit, that is sufficient to justify a decree for -the rent 
claimed being given to the plaintiffs. We find that the names of 
the plaintiffs Nos. i, 2, 3 and 6 have been registered in respect of 
the shares held by the plaintiffs’ predecessor. The names of the 
plaintiffs Nos. 4 and 5 have not been registered ; but seeing that 
the names of the other four plaintiffs have been registered in 
respect of all the shares formerly held by their predecessor, we 
think that is sufficient to justify a decree being given. 

In these circumstances, it is unnecessary to consider the 
second point raised, namely, as to whether the Subordinate Judge 
was right in saying that the written contract referred to under 
section 81 of the Land Registration Act must be a written 
contract between one of the parties to the suit and the prede- 
cessor of the other. 

We accordingly decree this appeal with costs, 
n. M. Appeal decreed, 

(1) (1895) 1 L. U. 23 Cftlc. 87- (2) (1899) I h. U. 26 Calc. 712 

(3) (1897) 1 C. W. N. 712. 
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Bejore Mr, Justice Mookerjee and Mr, Justice Caspersz. 
SYED SHAH NAJAMUDDIN HYDER 

V. 

SYED ZAHID HOSSEIN and others.* 

Jiialikana^ clatm for — The Land Begutration Act ( VJI of 1870, B. C,) See 78 — 
Aialikana, not rent. 

Section 78 of the Land Registration Act is no bar to a claim for Malikana^ 
which is not a claim for rent. 

Bhuli Sing v. Muesamat Aimw (1) followed. 

' Appeal by Defendant No. 1. 

Suit to realise Malikana, 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 1247 of 1906, against th 3 decree 
C. W..B. Pittar, Esq., District Judge of Gaya, dated 10th March 190.'^, affirmin 
that of Babu Pramatha Nath Chatterjee, Munsiff, Gaya, dated Ist March 1904. 

(1) (1869) 4 B. L. R. 89. 



Vou VIII.l 


Hioa COURT. 


SOI 


The facts of the case and arguments appear sufTiciently from 
the judgment. ^ 

BahtiS Umakaii Mnket ji mid Lakshmi Niirattt Siti^h and 
Mftulvi Mahammad Mustafa Khan and Babu Satis Chmidta 
Mu keiji for the Appellant. 

Monlvi Syed Shamsut //uda»and Xuniddin Ahmed for the 
Respondents. 

The judgment of the ('oiirt was deliverecl l>y 
Mookerjee J. — points ha\e been taken on behalf of the 
defendant appellant in this case, namely, ///\/, that the claim for 
Malikaua is not maintainable by leason of the provisions of 
Section 7S of the Land Registration Act, and seurndh, that the 
Mahkaiui ought not to ha\e been calculateil upon llic gross in- 
^ come of the estate. , 

As regards the fust point, it is cleai that Section 7H of. the 
Land Registration Act has no application, and does not bai this 
suit. That section proxides that no peison shall be houml topav 
rent to any person claiming such icnt as propnelor of an esi.iie 
in respect of which he is required hy^the Act to cause his name 
to be registered, unless the name of such cl.umaiil shall ha\e been 
registered under the Act. Lndei Section ; Sub-Section (S), 
“ proprietor” means c‘\ery person in possessum of an estate 
or of any interest in an estate as owner iheieof, and undei Suh- 
Section (2) “estate” includes ^my land subject to the pa\ ment of 
land re\enue, either immediately or pro\imately , for the pm pose of, 
whicli separate engagement is enteied into with (iovci nment. 
The learned \akil for the appellants contended that the result of 
^ these definitions is to make the person entitled to Mahkatia a 
proprietor wnlhin the meaning of the Act Hut even if this be 
conceded in favour of the appellant, it does not follow that 
Section 7S IS a bar to the present claim, because in order to hung 
the case within the terms of that section, it must be established 
that the sum claimed is rent Now’, as wms pointed out by this 
Court in the case of Bhuli Siuji(h v Mussamnt Nimu Bchu (i), a 
claim for Malikaua is in no sense a claim for rent. Sir Tkirnes 
Peacock C. J., observed that Malikaua is not rent, nor has it the 
elements of rent, because it is a right to receive a portion of the 
profits of the e^ate for which the Government have made a set • 
tlement with another person, by reason of the neglect or failure 
^f the real proprietor to come in and take a settlement. Maltkatlay 
therefore, is a right to receive something out of the collection of 
(1; (1869) 4 B. L. R. 29 A C. 
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the estate, and is an interest in immovable property, but by no 
stretch of language, can MalikanaJa^ treated as rent. No doubt, 
in that case, the question arose with reference to the terms of 
Section i clause 12 of the Limitation Act of 1859 i ^here is no 
reason to hold that the term ‘‘rent” has a different meaning in 
Section 78 of the Land Registratton Act from what it has in the 
Limitation Act of 1859. The first contention of the Appellant 
consequently fails. 

As regards the second point taken on behalf of the appellant, 
it turns out, upon examination, to be really a question of fact. 
The judgment of the learned District Judge upon this point, may 
perhaps be open to criticism, as the origin of the Malikana which 
is now claimed has not been determined. The learned vakil for 
the appellant argued his case on the assumption that the claim 
was founded on Section 5 Sub-Section 2 of Regulation VII of' 
1822. The learned vakil for the respondents, on the other hand, 
suggested that the claim might be founded on contract indepen- 
dent of tlie Regulation. It is impossible, upon the findings as 
they now stand, to say with any approach to certainty what the 
precise nature of the Malikana claimed is. As, however, it is not 
denied that the plaintiffs are entitled to some Malikana^ we think 
that the best course to adopt would be to maintain the decree 
made by the learned District Judge, but to leave open the ques- 
tion whether the Malikana is recoverable upon the gross income. 
We may add that in the Courts below also, it was not disputed 
that the respondents were entitled to some Malikana. The dis- 
pute really was as to the amount which they were entitled to re- 
cover and the principle upon which that amount ought to be 
assessed. In the present appeal, the same attitude has been 
maintained by the appellant, and it has not been contended for 
him that the respondents are not entitled to any Malikana 
at all. 

With these observations, we dismiss the appeal with costs. 

A. T. M. Appeal dismissed. 
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Before Atr. Justice Rampint and Mr. Justice Mookerjee. 
NAFFAR CHANDER PAL CHOWDHURY and another 

V. 

MUNSHI MAHOMED KAYUN.* 

C>rU Proerdurr Cod* (Art .V/P «/ /SSS), .W. tS at^d 13— Re* judirata—Reot. 

suit /or—cUfSHf profit*, suit /or. 

A purchaseil a tenure at a fuile for arreara of rent, and t*omo time after, 
wrved a notice upon B, an under tenure- holder, umler section h»7 of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act. A then ftue<l to eject B, and to recover metme proflia. 
The Court made a decree for ejectment and allowetl meano prollU from the 
date of the ftervicc of notice umior KHjtion l<i7. B preferre<l an appeal. 
During ita pemlenoy, A aucnl B for rent for the perual In'tween the datc.of hia 
purchase and the date of the aervicc of notice 
f Held* (1) that the suit was not Iwirrcil under section 12 ot the Civil 
l*fooedure Code ; 

Ilaja Jtanjit v. Bhogtibuftn (1) applied. 

(2) that the suit was not barrel! umlor section 1.1, (hvil Proee<lurt‘ CimIo, 
as A couhi not join claims for rent aiul nusne prollts m the ]trc\iovi» suit. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs. * 

Suit for rent. * 

The facts and arguments appeal sufficiently from the 
judgment. 

Babn Atnarcndra Xath Base for the appellants. 

No one for the respondeiTt. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Bampini J. — This is an appeal against a decision of the 
^ District Judge of Nadia, dated the Sth December 1904. 

The facts of the case are these. It appears that the plain- 
tiffs purchased the defendant’s tenure, which was sold under the 
provisions of the Bengal Tenancy Act. They then served notice 
on the defendant under sections 167 of that Act. The defen- 
dant, however, did not deliver up possession ; and therefore the 
plaintiffs brought a suit for recovery of possession and for mesne 
profifs. That suit was decreed ; but it was held that the plain- 
tiffs were entitled to mesne profits from the date of the service 
of notice on the defendant under section 167, and their claim 
for mesne profits from the date of the sale up to the date of the^ 
service of notice, that is, the 6th June 1901 was disallowed. 

r * Appeal from Appellate decree No 391 of 1905 agalnnt the decroe»of 
Mac-Blames District Judge, Na<lia, daiofl they Sth Dncember 1904, 

affirming that of Baba Hem Chandra Mukerjt, Munsiff, Krishnagore, dated the 
12th August 1904. 


Clvib 

1906 . 

April, 


(l)(1900)7C. W, N. 720 
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The plaintiffs now bring thjs suit, claiming rent for the 
period for which their claim for mesne profits has been disallowed 
in the previous suit. 

The District Judge has held that the suit is barred by 
sections 12 and 13 of the Code of Civil Procedure. He has held 
that it IS barred by section 12 because the defendant in the 
previous suit had appealed to this Court and that appeal was 
still pending. He has held that the suit is barred by section 13, 
because the plaintiffs, he says, are now suing for exactly the 
same sum of money as in the previous suit, only now they are 
claiming it as rent, instead of mesne profits, and he adds that 
the plaintiffs are seeking by the device of altering a name to 
re-open . a question previously decided as between them and the 
defendant. ^ 

In our opinion the learned District Judge is wrong upon 
both points. In the case of Ra/a Ranajil Singha v. Bhagabutty 
Char an Roy (i), it has been held that section 12 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure is no bar to the maintainability of two suits at 
the same time under circumstances similar to those of the 
present case. But, however that may be, it is clear that section 
12 is not a bai to the present suit, seeing that the defendant’s 
appeal has now been disposed of in favour of the plaintiffs. 

Then, we do not think that section 13 bars the suit, because 
.the plaintiffs claimed mesne profits from the defendant for the 
period during which they were held to be not entitled, seeing 
that it was found in that suit that their claim for mesne profits 
had only accrued from the date on which the defendant’s patni 
tenure was annulled. The plaintiffs could not well claim rent 
from the defendant in that suit, because it was not until the 
disposal of that suit that they saw that they were entitled to 
obtain rent ; and they could not have sued for both rent and 
mesne profits in the same suit, because such claims arise out of 
different causes of action. 

In our opinion, the plaintiffs are entitled to rent from the 
period between the loth July 1900 and the 6th June 1901, 
because it is clear from the decision in the previous suit that 
during that period the defendant was the plaintiffs’ tenant. His 
putni tenure was not annulled until the date of the service of 
notice upon him ; and during the previous period he cannot have 
been a trespasser, but must have been a tenant of the plaintiffs 
and the plaintiffs are entitled to rent from him. 


<l) (1900) 7 C. W. N. 720. 
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Wc therefore decree this appeal with costs, and remand the 
case to the lowei appellate Court to ascertain the amount of 
rent to which the plaintiffs are entitled. 

B. M. Appeal dec reed. 
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•CIVIL RULE. — 


Before Mr. Justice llariHiiton and Mr. Justue Muokerjee. 

BABUKAM MANDAR 

V. 

RAM SAIIAI SAIIOO.* 

Proveilui'e Code (Act XJ]’ of Sc.dtaA- Jtenrftoui! owoet^if 

entitled to op}dij — ' Pn'son uho;te ptopetty hat hem told.' 

A iKUefioinl ownci is cntitk'*! to apply innU*r section HIO.V for the seltiu^i 
asulc of a sale in execution of a decree for mone> aj^ainst the henamidar. He 
IS a perM)n wliosc property lias Iwcn sold ufldei the decree 

Itam Chandta Dhondo \. Jtakhnuthai (1), Aejan A/oUah v. Jadunath 
Jtoy (2), P/ode Pnthee (d). Abdul (iani v A. M. Dunne {\) disf inf'uislnNf. 

Dan V. Itamknthna (6) follo>Ned. 

Rule obtained by tin; Claimant. 

Sale in execution of a decree for money. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment 

Babu Dtjfambar Chattaji for the Petitioner. 

Babu Salfi^ram Saipfli and Moulvie Muhammad Tahir for 
the Opposite Party. 

The judgment of tint Court wa.s delivered by 

Mookerjee j. — This is a Rule calling upon the opposite 
party to show cause why the order of the Subordinate Judge 
should not be set* aside on the ground that as the petitioner 
claims to be a beneficial owner of the property sold, the lower 
Court was not justified in law in rejecting his application to make 
the deposit under section 310A of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

It appears that in execution of a decree obtained by one 
Ramsahai Sahoo against Peary Singh, mouzah Bishenpore*was 
sold on the 25th May 1904. On the 21st June following, the 

* Civ^I Rule No, 3663 of 1904 against the decision of Babu Mali Lai 
Haidar, Subordinate Judge of Monghyr. 

(1) (1898) 1. L. R. 23 Bom. 460. (3) (1903) 1. L. R. 26 Ma/l. 366. 

(3) (1903) 7 fA. W. N. 243. (4) (1892) 1. L. H. 30 Calc 418. 

(6) (1896) I C. W. N. 136. 
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. • 
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present petitioner made an application to deposit the decretal 
money with the required compensation and costs under sec- 
tion 310A, on the ground that although the property in question* 
stood in the name of the judgment-debtor, the applicant was the 
person beneficially interested in it. 

The learned Subordinate Judge in the Court below has 
rejected the application without any investigation as to the title 
set up by the petitioner, on the ground that-the petitioner was 
not competent to make the application under section 310A. 
Civil Procedure Code. Section 310 A provides that “ any person 
whose immovable property has been sold under this Chapter, 
may at any time within one month apply to have the sale set 
aside ” on his fulfilling the conditions mentioned in that section. 

It has been contended before us by the learned vakil for 
the petitioner that he is the person whose immovable property 
has been sold, and that consequently he is competent to make 
the application under section 310 A ; and in support of this con- 
tention, he has placed reliance upon the case of Ahdul Gant v. 
A, M, Dunne (i). 

On the other hand, it has been argued by the learned vakil 
who appears to show cause, that inasmuch as the sale was in 
execution of a decree for money against the judgment-debtor, all 
that has passed at the execution sale is tjhe right, title and interest 
of the judgment-debtor, that consequently upon the case made 
by the petitioner himself his interest in the property has not been 
affected, and that therefore he is not the person whose immovable 
property has been sold within the meaning of section 310 A 
The learned vakil for the opposite party has referred to the case ot 
Ramchandra Dhondo v. Rakhmahai (2) as an authority for the 
proposition that a person who has purchased a property which is 
afterwards sold in execution of a decree obtained against the 
vendor, is not entitled under section 310 A of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to have the execution sale set aside ; and the same view 
of the law appears to be borne out by the cases of Arjan Mollah 
v. ^adu Nath Roy (3) and Erode Manikkoth Krishnan Nair v. 
Puthiedeth Chembakkoseri (4). But we are of opinion that the cases 
relied upon are distinguishable, and do not help the contention of 
the learned vakil who appears to show cause. We ar e also of opinion 
that the case relied upon by the vakeel for the petitioner, namely, 
the case of Ahdul Gam v. A, AL Dunne (i) is distinguish- 


(1) (1892) I. U:il,'20 Calo. 418. 

(2) (1898) I. U B. 28 Bom. 450. 


(3) (1903) 7 C. W, N. 243. 

(4) (1902) I. L. B. 26 Mad. 366, 
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able. That was a case in which the sale took place in execution 
of a decree for arrears of rent. It was held by this Court that 
where immovable property had been sold in execution of a decree 
against the ostensible owner as his property, under circumstances 
which make the sale binding upon the beneficial owner, such 
beneficial owner is entitled to*come in under section 311 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure to have the sale set aside. That 
decision is based on the ground that the beneficial owner, who 
is bound by the sale is a person whose immovable property has 
been sold within the meaning of section 311 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. In the piesent case, the sale has taken place in exe- 
cution of a decree for iiioney, and therefoie, it cannot .be said 
that the case ot Abdul Gum \. A. M. Dunne (1), is precisely in 


OlVlL. 

im. 

BabuTAM Handar 

V, 

Bam Sahai Baboo, 


point. 

The case, however, which comes nearest to the present one 
is the case of Idusi Dnldur v Rutn Kttshna J\jddur (2), in which 
It was held by this court that the henamdar ol a person whose 
immovable propeity is sold, is entitled to apply to have the sale 
set aside under section 310A ot i\]fi Code of Civil Proceduie. 
The learned Judges after pointing out that “the language 
of section 310A ought not to receive a too literal interpretation,” 
went on to observe, “there is no question in the present case 
between the true owner of the property and the benamdur^ nor 
would the setting .iside ot* the sale at the instance ot the latter 
prejudicially affect the title of the true owner. It is moreover 
immaterial to the other parties concerned whether the payments 
lor which the section provides are made by one or by the other. 
The power of the benamdar to afiect the property which he 
holds benamt is recognised for many purposes. He may under 
certain conditions confer a good title on a purchaser and the 
true owner may be bound through his medium in other ways.” 
These are observations which, it appears to us, are clearly appli- 
cable to the present*case. No doubt, the sale has taken place 
in execution of a decree for money. Prtma factcy all that has 
passed in execution is the right, title and interest of the judg- 
ment-debtor. But, nevertheless, if the beneficial owner subse- 
quently seeks to recover the property on the ground that his 
interest has *not been affected by the execution sale, he may Tie 




met, and, under certain circumstances, successfully met |^y a 
defence pn the part of the purchaser, based on the doctrine of 
estoppel. Under such circumstances, it would be impossible to 


(1) (1892) 1. L. B. iO Calc, 418. (2) I C, W. 185, 
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say that the beneficial owner is not the person whose immovable 
property has been sold within the meaning of section 310A. 

We must hold, accordingly, that the view taken by the Court 
below that the applicant is a person who has no locus standi to' 
come under section 310A is not well-founded on principle. 
The order of the lower Court must therefore be set aside, and 
the case remitted to it in order that it may investigate whether 
the applicant has a beneficial interest in the property. This 
course is in accordance with that followed by this Court in the 
case of Janardhan Ganguliw. Kali Kris to Thakur where the 
learned Judges pointed out that if an application be made by a 
person under section 310A of the Code of Civil Procedure, on the 
allegation that he has an interest in the property sold, and if 
such allegation is challenged either by the decree-holder or by 
the audtion-purchaser, the question must be determined by the 
Court upon evidence. 

The Rule, therefore, must be made absolute with costs ; we 
assess the hearing-fee at two gold mohurs 

N. K. R. Rule made absolute. 

(1) (1805) I. L. R. 23 Calc. 393 


Before Mr Justice Harington and Mr. Justice Mookerjee. 
Civil. MUSSAMUT KARIMAN 


1906. 

Tehrvary^ 27. 


V. 

A. H. FORBES.* 

< tvil Procpdurp Code (Act XIV of 1SS2J, See^ 10S, 691 — Buie ihseharged hy 
Jliyh Court — District Judye — Power to rc-opni question —Order .teftiuy 
(t'tide ex parte decree — Appeal^ if open to attack in — Petition to High Court 
— Facts in judgment — Affidant^ if necessary. 

An ex parte decree was set aaule under section 108 of the Code of Civil Pro- 
ccilure by the Munsiff. A rule to set aside this onlcr was dischar^e^l by the High 
Court. Subsequently on appeal from the final decree, the District Judge set it 
aside on the ground that the order under section 108 was not proper 

Held^ the District Judge had no jurisdiction to consider the propriety of 
the order, after the discharge of the rule by the High Court 

Held further — It was not open to the plaintiff to challenge the validity 
of the order in an appeal against the final decree. Section 591 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure, has no application to such a case. 

Ckintamom v. Itaghoonath (1) and Tasadduq v. TJayatunnUsa (2) followed. 

^ Per Mookerjee J , — Where the facts in a petition to the Hi^h Court appear 
sufficiently from the judgments of the lower Courts, no affidavit need be filed 
gumiran v. Fateh Ah (3; followed. 

• Civil Rule No. 3909 of 1904 against the decision of Rabu Rajendra Kumar 
Bose, District Judge of Purneah, dated the 3rd September 1904. 

(1) (1896) 1. L. R. 22 Calc. 981. (2) (1903) I. L. R. 26 All. 280, 

(8; (1904) 1. L. R. 32 Calc. 146. 
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Rule obtai'neil by the Plaiutift'. 

Suit for rent. • 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgments. 
Mnulvie Smvghat Alt' for the Petitioner. 

Babu Gopal Gh^sha for the Opposite Party. 

The following judgment'^ ^^ero delivered : — 
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Harington J. — In this case a rule was issued calling on the 
opposite party to shew cause why the judgment of the District 
Judge complained against should not be set aside on the ground 
that he had no jurisdiction in the matter raised before him. 

In this case, the plaintiff had succeeded many years ago in 
obtaining an e\p<trie decree in a rent suit brought agaiust the 
defendant. The defendant subsequently applied to the Munsiff 
and obtained an order setting aside the rxpatit' decree and res- 
toring the suit for trial 

The plaintiff obtained a rule tiom this Court calling upon 
the defendant to show cause why that order restoring the case 
should not be set a^'ide, and when that lule came on foi hearing, 
It was discharged by a Division Henclt of this Couit who declined 
to interfere. The case was leheard. \ dectee was passed by 
the Munsiff. The plaintiff appealed to the Distiict Judge and 
his appeal was successful. 

The District Judge hel(j that the order made by the Munsiff 
setting aside the c\patic decree and restoring the case for trial 
was one which the Munsiff had no jurisdiction to make, and on 
that ground, he set aside the decree of the Munsiff made at the 
rehearing of the suit, and restored the original expatte decree. 
In my opinion, even if it were open to the District Judfte to 
question at the appeal the propriety of the order restoring the 
case for trial, (and I think it was not so open), he would at any 
rate be concluded by the Judgment of this Court on the hearing 
of the rule. 

The only ground on which the Munsiffs order could be ques- 
tioned in this Court under Section 622, was that the Munsiff had 
acted without jurisdiction in restoring the suit, or had acted in 
the exercise of his jurisdiction with material irregularity in 
making the order which he did. The Court, it is true, in its 
judgment does not express with precision a view on the question 
of jurisdiction, but inasmuch as the Court has refused to ^dis- 
charge the Munsiffs order, it is clear the Court was not satisfied 
that it was made without jurisdiction. That being so, I think, 
the District Judge was not entitled to say that the whole of the 
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rehearing of the case before the Munsiffis a nullity, because he had 
no right to restore the case for a rehearing. I also think, that 
with regard to the other point which has been argued before us, 
that even if it had not been for the judgment of the High Court 
in the hearing of the rule, still under Section 591, the alleged 
irregularity of the order restoring the case would not have been a 
matter affecting the decision of the case, and so a matter which 
was open to the District Judge under Sectiop 591. 

For these reasons, the rule will be made absolute, and the 
case remanded to the learned District Judge that he may hear 
the case on the merits 

The petitioner will get his costs two gold mohurs. 

Mookerjee J. — I agree with my learned brother that this 
rule must be made absolute and the order of the Court below 
discharged. Apart from the question as to whether the order of 
the High Court on the previous occasion precluded the District 
Judge from entertaining the point which was raised before him, 
it is quite clear that it was not open to the plaintiff to challenge 
the validity of the order pasSed under Section loH of the Code of 
Civil Procedure in an appeal preferred against the final decree 
made in the suit after it had been lestored 

The learned vakil who has appeared to show cause in this 
Court has relied upon the pro\isions,of section 591 of the Code 
of Civil Procedure which lays down that ‘df any decree be 
appealed against, any erior, defect or irregularity in any such 
order,” (that is to say, an order against which no appeal is allowed 
under Ch. 43 of the Code) affecting the decision of the case, may 
be set-forth as a ground of objection in the memorandum of 
appeal ” It seems to me to be obvious that an order setting 
aside an cxparte decree under section 108 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure cannot be regarded as an order affecting 
the decision of the case within the meaning of section 591 
of the Code. This view is supported by the decision of 
this Court in the case of Chtntamotiv L>asst v. Raghoonath 
Sahoo. (i) In that case, Mr. Justice Pigot pointed out that 
“the object of section 108 is to ensure that the defendant 
shall get a hearing, notwithstanding that he dkf not appear 
when the case was called on, if he had not been served 
with summons, or was prevented by sufficient cause froiii 
appearing. The first object and purpose for which Courts sit is, 
of course, that the parties shall be heard ; the object of section 108 
(1) (1895) I. L. R, 22 Calc, 981. 
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is to ensure, within reasonable limits as to public convenience, 
that every defendant shall have a hearing. An order under 
' section io8 is not appealable under section 588. Unless an order 
under that section is appealable by reason of its being an order 
affecting the decision of the .case, it is not appealable under 
section 50 1. Now, in one sense, it affects the decision of the case, 
because it ensures a decision upon the merits and sets aside a 
decision which has* not been obtained upon the merits, but we 
cannot think that that can be an ‘affecting* within the meaning 
of the words ‘ affecting the decision of the case.’ We think that 
the words ‘ affecting the decision of the case ' must be taken to 
mean ‘affecting the decision ot the case with reference to the 
merits of it,’ and that an order under section loH, which merely 
ensures a hearing upon the merits, can not be considered .to be 
an order ‘ affecting the decision of the case ’ under section 501.” 
In this view of the scope of section 591 I entiiely agree, and I 
find that it has been accepted as good law by the High Court 
at Allahabad in the case of 7 iisadduq fitisain v ffnxat'UU'ntssa (i). 
In that case Sir John Stanley points •out that “ the intention of 
the Legislature was that an order setting aside an esparte decree 
should be final,” and that by no stretch of language can an order 
under section 108 be regarded as an order affecting the decision 
of the case on the merits.. It is clear, therefore, upon these 
authorities as well as upon principle that it was not open to the 
plaintiff to challenge the validity of the order under section loH 
in the appeal which he preferred against the decree made by the 
Court of first instance after the case had been restored 

It h as been suggested by the learned vakil who appears to 
show cause that assuming that the decree made by the learned 
District Judge is erroneous, it is not competent to this Court to 
interfere under section 622 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
inasmuch as that decree is founded merely upon an erroneous view 
of the law. I am unable to accede to this contention. No 
doubt, thfe learned District Judge has committed an error of law 
in construing section 591 of the Code of Civil Procedure .as 
conferring jurisdiction upon him to examine the validity of 
the order pas^d under section 108 ; but if a subordinate 
Court, by reason of an erroneous view of the law, assumes a 
jurisdiction which it does not possess, it is competent »to 
this Court* to interfere under the provisions of section 622 
of the Code of Civil Procedure. It was also suggested by the 
(1) (1903; 1. Ta K. 25 All 280. 
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learned vakil who appears to shpw cause^ that this Rule ought 
not to be heard, inasmuch as the petition upon which it had 
been obtained is not supported by any affidavit. I do not think 
that this contention ought to prevail, for, as pointed out by this 
Court in the case of Zamiran v. Fateh AH (i), “ when a petition 
to the High Court states facts which are matters of record and 
which are supported by copies oi the order passed by the Court 
below, such a petition need not be supported by an affidavit.” 
The facts upon which the petition to this Court was made, 
appear from the judgment of the learned District Judge, and it 
was not neccessary, therefore, for the petitioner to put in any 
affidavit in support of this application. 

N. K. D. , Rule made absolute, 

(1) (1904) I. L. K. 32 Calc. 116. 
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Before Mr, finttive Stephen and Mr. Justice flolmivood. 

NARSINGH PRASAD SINGH and othkrs 

thp: king empp:ror.* 

Wo/'kman'g Breach of Contract Act (XIII of 1859) — Itosule nee of master or 
complainant — Outside Bresidcncij Towns — IJupirt/ of term of contract — 
Enjorcing contract — lleturn of money advanced — Punishment for non- 
return. 

The provisions of the Workman’s Breach of Contract Act apply to areas 
to which the Act has been extended by sect 4 on 6, and this notwithstanding 
that the master or oomplaiiiant may not leside or carry on business in u 
Presidency Town, 

Held further (Stephen J. duhitantc) . — The remedies under section 2 ol 
the Act arc interlockcti and intcrvlependent. If one has lapsed, the other hai 
lapsed also. The master has the option of enforcing the return of the monc} 
advanced or the performance of the contract. If the option has become impos 
sible by the expiry of the term, the Magistiate's jurisdiction is gone. 

Khoda Buksh v. Moti Lai (1) followed. 

Rule obtained by the artificer. 

Case for breach of contract as a workman* 

The facts and arguments appear sufficiently from the 
judgments. 

* Criminal Revision No. 75 of 1908 for questioning proceedings pendiu) 
before Babu Nanda Lai Bagchi, Deputy Magistrate of 24-Pergunnahs. 

(1) (1906) 11 C. W. N. 246. 
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The following judgments were delivereil : 


Tbo King Emperor. 


Stephen J. — The petitioners are alleged to have entered 99 . 

into a contract at cy near Patna with one Narangi Persad to work 
for him at certain brick fields in the neighbourhood of Calcutta, 
for a period ending on the 31st of May, now passed. It is said 
they received an advance of money on account of the work that 
they contracted to perforin, and subsequently wilfully and with- 
out lawful or reasonable excuse refused to perform it. A com- 
plaint was accordingly made against them by Narongi Persad 
under section i of Act XIII of 1859 on the 5th of Mach 1908, and 
the case was transferred to a Deputy Magistrate who made an 
order against one of the persons charged with which we are not 
at present concerned. A rule has now been granted calling on 
the District Magistrate of the 24 Pe/ganas to show cause why the 
proceedings against the other persons who contracted to serve 
Narangi Persad should not be quashed as being without jurisdic- 
tion. The Magistrate considers that there is no objection to the 
jurisdiction of the trying Court, but also offeis no objection to 
the proceedings being cjuaslied, as he considers it probable that 
the case has been falsely instituted at the instance of the peti- 
tioners zeminders. We have however heard counsel on behalf 


of the complainant, which I consider was correct procedure as the 
present proceedings are in fact undertaken to enforce bis civil 
right. 

The argument in favour of the rule, to show that the 
Magistrate has no jurisdiction is twofold. That which goes the 
more to the root of the matter is that as the complainant does not 
reside or carry on business in a Presidency Town, he cannot claim 
any remedy under the Act. An argument of more restricted 
scope is that as the term of the contract has now expired, the 
complainant^s remedy is gone. 

The first argument may be stated thus. The Act confers on 
certain persons, namely masters and employers residing or carry- 
ing on business in any Presidency Town, the privilege of enforcing 
their civil rights by a penal remedy enforceable by criminal 
procedure. The workman or the place where he contracts to do 
his work, may be anywhere, but the remedy is to be sought from 
a Magistrate of Police, which means a Presidency Magistrate. 
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When the Act is extended by section 5^ the only effect of the 
extension is to enable officers specially appointed to exercise the 
functions of a Magistrate of Police, and the privilege of person 
residing or carrying on business in Presidency Towns is not 
extended to any one else. I cannot agree with this argument. 
The curious effect attributed, and as it seems to me rightly 
attributed to the Act, in enabling a Presidency Magistrate to 
enforce a contract made and to be perfo-med anywhere in 
British India, no doubt lends some colour to the suggestion that 
the extension of the Act has no effect except to provide for its 
enforcement at or near the place where it was made, or is to be 
perfornxed. But had this been the intention of the Legislature, I 
do not think they would have mentioned the extension of the 
Act. AIsoJ I consider that the language of section 5 shows that 
the extension of the Act means the extension of the whole Act, 
that such extension is something more than merely conferring 
certain powers on the officers mentioned, and that giving them 
those powers is merely ancillary to something else. If this is so, 
the only other effect that the extension can produce is to confer 
on persons residing and carrying on business in the area to which 
the Act is extended the privilege conferred by the Act on 
persons similarly situated in regard to the Presidency Towns. 

That a practice has been followed for nearly fifty years is no 
proof that it is legal. But when we find that the Act has been 
extended to all the Collectorates in the Bombay Presidency, to 
all the Districts of Madras, to the Town and Cantonment of 
Rangoon, and to the tea Districts of Assam and Darjeeling, it is 
impossible [to suppose that the privileges it confers were not 
intended to be exercised, and were not in fact exercised, by 
persons who resided or carried on business in those places and 
did not do so in a Presidency Town And I cannot find in the 
numerous reports of cases that have arisen under this - Act that 
the exercise of such a privilege has ever been challenged. Conse- 
quently, I am of opinion that a master or employer residing or 
carrying on j busines in a place to which the Act is extended has 
the same rights as are conferred by the Act on masters or 
employers resident or carrying on business in any Presidency 
Town, and that the first ground I have mentioned on which we 
are afked to make this rule absolute fails. 

As to* the second argument in support of the ruie,‘apart 
from authority, I cannot regard it as sound. It was long ago 
decided in this Court that the Magistrate cannot order the 
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workman to perform his work after the term of the contract 
has expired, In rc Chtkka (i) and fn re Matha Gotdnr/nn ( 2 )^ 

and the same view was recently taken by this Court in 
Khoda Btiksh v. ,]/o// A i/ Jahati (2). The reason for this 1 
suppose to be that after ihe^ term of the contract is expired, 
the workman cannot perfoim his contract “accoiding to the 
terms of his contract.” But I can not see why the expira- 
tion of the term of Ihe contract should deprive the complainant 
of his right to exercise his option of asking for the reco\ery of 
the money he advanced The option between the too remedies 
IS that ot the complainant, and not of the peison compKnned 
against, and the fact that one remedy would be mfi uciuoirs, does 
not seem to me to depiive him ot the other. I consider that the 
complainant's right to reco\er the money he has advanced 
continues till it is repaid to him, subject to the elTect ol the 
Limitation Act of which there is no ijuestion here. 'Fins seems 
to me to be so, particulaily when, .is is the case liere, the 
complainant instituted proceedings at a time wlien both remedies 
were open to him, and it is only this fule that has pi evented linn 
from exercising his option Fiiis \ie\\ is in agreement with that 
of the Madras High Couil in Ouccn lun/ness \. Kmuia (4), but 
the decision in the Khnla Hnksh \ Moti Lai (3) seems to me to be 
a direct authority tlie ollyLjr way. It is there laid down that 
where the leim o( the contract lias expired, “ the contract cannot 
be specitically enfoiced ’’ or the money recovered” I must 
respectfully dissent from this Mew, but I do not consider the 
decision as obiter. Owing to the \iew taken b) my learned 
brother, the case cannot be referred to a hull Bench, and 1 have 
therefore no choice but to follow this decision 1 therefore 
agree that the rule must be made absolute. 

Hoimwood J. — i think this rule should be made absolute. 
It IS unnecessary to recapitulate the tads which are sunicienily 
set out in the judgment ot my learned brother. 

In itiy opinion the remcdico under section 2 Act XIII of 
1859 interlocked and interdependent, and if one has lapsed, 
the other has lapsed also. 

This is tl»e view that was taken by this Court (Mitra J. and 
myself) in the case of Khoda Buksh v. Molt Lai Jahari (3), to 
.i^which I was a party. The law has, it is true, been much more 
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(1) (1884) Weir’s reports C. R. No. 777-8.8 p. 470. 

(2) (1884) Weir’s Rep. C. R. No. 779—83 p 471. 

(3; (1908; 11 C. W. N. 347. (4) (1893) I. L. R. 16 Mad. 347. 
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Stringently interpreted in Madras^ Bombay and Allahabad, but 
I prefer to follow the spirit of the rulings of this Court. 

The offence created by the Act is not the neglect or refusal 
of the workman to perform his contract, but the failure on his 
part to comply with an order made hy the Magistrate directing 
the workman to repay the money advanced or perform the 
contract. Emperor v. Takasi Nukayya (i). The com- 

plainant has the option of repudiating the fjontract and getting 
the money back, or of keeping to the contract and getting the 
work done. Imprisonment is imposed as the punishment for 
refusing either of these remedies, but no fine or imprisonment 
is provided as a punishment after the contract has been broken 
and expired. The option being the return of money advanced, 
or the performance of the contract while it is still running, it 
seems to me that the Magistrate’s jurisdiction is gone if the 
option has become impossible. The complainant must exercise 
that option within the time the contract is running. He cannot 
come after the contract has expired and say, “ now I have no 
option but I want my morfey back.” The very fact that he has 
no option throws him on his ordinary civil remedy. 

As regards the enforcing of the remedy, if it has been duly 
sought within the time before the contract has expired, I do not 
think any hard and fast rule can be laid down, but as to the 
exercise of the option T am clear and the circumstances of this case 
fully bear me out. 

In the case that has been tried out and which forms the 
subject of another rule, the option chosen by the complainant 
was that the work should be completed, but now that the time 
has expired in the other cases, the complainant merely wants his 
money back or rather wants to punish the accused with imprison- 
ment for failing to return the money. The Magistrate of the 
District in showing cause for the Crown considers that the case 
is a more than doubtful one and recommends the quashing of the 
proceedings. We heard the learned counsel for the complainant 
very fully, and the impression left on my mind was that these 
cases are now being pursued to secure the punishment of the 
recused and not to secure the legal remedies under the Act. 

There is ample authorit}' for holding that the enforcement 
of the contract cannot be asked for after the time fixed has 
expired. Vide Weir 470, 471 and 473 and the dictum in 11 
Calcutta Weekly Notes extending this doctrine to the recover) 
of the money has my fullest concurrence. 

(1) (1901) I. L. R. 24 Mad. 660. 
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It was pressed upon us by learned counsel for the applicants 
for revision that the extensioft of the Act by a Notification 
[under section 5 does not extend the place of residence of 
the complainant \ 5 rhich is fixed by the Statute within the 
Presidency Town and the limits of a Presidency Town cannot 
be extended by extending the Act. But it appears that this 
Act has as a matter of fact been working in Bombay, Madras, 
Assam and elsewhere throughout the Districts for many 
years without objection, and however sound this technical 
objection may be as a question of drafting, it is too late to raise 
it now. The doctrine of Factum Valft appears to apply, and the 
j ordinary rules for the interpretation of Statutes also seem to favour 
the contention that the extension of the Act extends all its 

I • 

incidents, even though in terms the extension of the residence of 
complainants is impossible. 

But, for the reasons T have already given, I am of opinion 
that these rules should be made absolute and further proceedings 
dropped. 

K. n. Rules made ah\f^ute fauceedini^^ tfuashed. 
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Befhrc ^fr Jiistice Brett aud Mr. Justice Ryi es 
RAM PKOSAD MAITY 

V. 

thp: kmpkrok ♦ 

Penal Code (Act XJA' of ISOO)^ See, iTl — J)iithonc«tJy or fraudulcutli/ 

^ ^ m genuine a forged document — Dudtonrfd or fmuduJcnt infrnfion -Jtrceipt 
for documente actually found — Foiqcnj. 

Accused was charged with having fraudulently or dishonestly use<l a 
document which purported to lie a receipt granted to him hy ilic manager of a 
Ward's Estate for certain papers, and which receipt wan a!lege<l to Vie false 
Subsequently, some of the papers nientioncfl in the receipt were on search found 
in tlie estate ofBoe. while the other papers had not V>een »earehe<l for. 

Held, that these facts were not sufficient to show that user of the document 
wai fraudulent or dishonest or that the accusc<l had committc<l any offence. 

Held further: If the papers had actually been deposited in the office and 
the accused had subsequently prepared a false receipt for them, it would not 
be forgery. • 

Appeal by the Accused. 

' f Conviction under section 471, Indian Penal Code. • 

• Appeal No. 3.H9 of 1908 against the decision of E. E, /on«9ter 
Bcasiona Judge of Midnapore disagreeing with the assessors, dated the SUt 
March 190B. 
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The facts appear from the judgment. 

Babu Dasarathi Sanyal for the Appellant. 

Babu Srish Chunder Chowdhury for the Crown. 

The following judgment was delivered : 

The present appellant lias been convicted under Section ^71 
of the Indian Penal Code of fraudulently and dishonestly using 
as genuine a forged document knowing it to be forged, and has 
been sentenced to rigorous imprisonment for one year under 
that section. 

Both the assessors were of opinion that the appellant was 
not guilty, but the Sessions Judge disagreeing with them found the 
appellant to be guilty and convicted him and sentenced him as 
already stated. 

The document in respect of which the offence is said to have 
been committed is a receipt for certain papers which the appel- 
lant is said to have produced before the manager of the estate of 
Gopendra Nandan Das Mohapatra after that estate had been 
taken over by the Collector under the Court of Wards. The 
receipt purported to be a‘receipt given to the appellant by the 
proprietor of the estate, Gopendra Nandan Das Mohapatra, for 
certain papers which the present appellant had to deliver over as 
Amin or Tehsildar of the estate. 


It appears that after the Cour^ of Wards had taken over the 
estate, there was some delay on the part of the appellant in com- 
plying with the request of the manager to hand over the papers 
and, that in the end the accused put in the receipt which is 
alleged to be false. To prove that the receipt was a forged receipt, 
the evidence of the proprietor Gopendra Nandan Das Mohapatra 
taken before the Magistrate, was put in and received in the 
Sessions Court. That witness certainly denied that he had given 
any receipt for any papers to the appellant, but his denial is con- 
siderably discounted by the fact that in the end of the evidence 
he said that his memory had become somewhat dim owing to old 
age and illness, and that *‘he would not be able to givfe in detail 
an account of what he did on the day before yesterday.” No 
other witness was produced to prove definitely that the receipt 
which the present appellant produced was not a, genuine receipt 
which he had received from the proprietor. The receipt as we 
have already stated was for certain papers which it was alleged 
the accused had failed to deposit in the office of the estate anef 
which he had failed to deliver over to the manager on demand. 
The manager after receiving the receipt from the appellant and 
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apparently after taking the statement of the proprietor came to 
the conclusion that the receipt was a false receipt ^ and he took 
the sanction of the Collector on behalf of the Court of Wards to 
prosecute the present appellant for forgery and for using as 
genuine the forged document. After, however, the sanction of 
the Collector had been given to*the prosecution of the appellant, 
a search for the papers appears to have been made in the office 
of the estate, and Jrom the judgment of the learned Sessions 
Judge it appears that some of the documents referred to in the 
receipt produced by the present appellant, were found in the 
office. The manager appears to have said that after he had 
heard that certain documents had been discovered, he stopped 
the search and did not think it necessary to ascertain whether 
in fact the other documents referred to in the reccipt*had been 
made over to the office. The learned Sessions Judge appears to 
hold that on the facts found the offence of using fraudulently and 
dishonestly as genuine, a forged document, was proved. We are 
unable to take that view. In this case, in order to support the 
charge against the appellant, the prosecution had to prove in the 
first instance that the document, (the receipt), was a forged docu* 
nient and not merely that it was a false document. It was there- 
fore necessary for the prosecution to prove that the appellant had 
made the document or that the document had been made by 
somebody else with one of tfie intentions stated in Section 463, 
Indian Penal Code ; so far as we can gather from the judgment of 
the lower Court, no attempt was made to prove that the receipt, 
if false, was made with any of the intentions stated in that 
section. 

Further, in order to support the charge under Section 471, 
Indian Penal Code, it was essential for the prosecution to prove 
that the use of the receipt was fraudulent or dishonest. In this 
case, the prosecution does not appear to have mi:de any substan- 
tial attempt to prove that in using the document, supposing it to 
be a false document, the accused had any fraudulent or dishonest 
intention. The evidence for the prosecution, we have already 
mentioned, fails to prove that the papers referred to in the re- 
ceipt had not been all received in the office of the estate, and that 
being so, the prosecution have in the first instance failed to prov% 
^imy dishonest or fraudulent object for which the appellant is said 
to have made use of the document. If in fact all the paf>ers 
referred to in the receipt had been deposited by the appellant in 
the office of the estate, and if afterwards he preferred a fals^ 
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receipt acknowledging on the part of the landlord or proprietor 
the receipt of those documents, that would not amount to forgery, 
nor would the use of that document amount to fraudulently or 
dishonestly using a forged document, as it would be clear that the 
documents having in fact been deposited in the office, the appel- 
lant could have had no fraudulent or dishonest intention. 

In this case we are of opinion that the prosecution has 
failed to prove the facts necessary to support the conviction 
against the accused, 

We therefore set aside the conviction and sentence and ac- 
quit him and direct that he be discharged. 

N, K. B. Conviction set aside ; Accused acquitted. 


■ CBIMIN AL RE VISION. 

Before Mr. justice Brett and Mr. Justice Ryves. 

ISWAR CHANDRA GHOSHAL 
Ceiminal, ' 

1908. THE EMPEROR." 

Julyy 25» Penal Code (ActXLVof 1800), Sec. 175-^lHtenttonalli/ omitting to produce a 

■■ ■■ document — Accused per'son — Incrim inating document-^LiabilUg to produce 

— Criminal Procedure Code (Act V of 1808), Sec, 94, 

An accused person cannot be called upon, under section 94 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, to produce a document which would incriminate himself. His 
failure to do so is not an offence under section 176 of the Indian Penal Code. 

Rule obtained by the Accused. 

Conviction under section 175 of the Indian Penal Code. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment. 

Babu Jyoti Prashad Sarvadhikari for the Petitioner. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Brett J.~No body appearing to oppose this Rule, we think 
it must be made- absolute. 

It appears that the accused while on trial for offences under 
sections 471 and 193 of the Indian Penal Code was directed to 
produce a certain rent receipt which had been filed in a civil 
suit by him or on his behalf and which had been returned. The 
document was not produced, and in consequence tbe prosecution 
against the accused for offences under sections 193 and 471, 
Indian Penal Code, was abandoned and the accused was discharged, 
as in the absence of the receipt there were no materials on which 

* Criminal Revision Case No. 748 of 1908, against the order of Moolvi 
Vosuf Ali, Ilepnty Magistrate of Piirulia, dated thelOth Jane 1908. 
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to prove the charges against him. Thereafter, the case in respect 
of which the present Rule was issued was instituted against the 
accused under section 175 of the Indian Penal Code for intention* 
ally omitting to produce the receipt which he was legally bound 
to produce. The defence of the accused was that he had handed 
over the receipt to his muktear to produce it in Court -but the 
muktear had suddenly died and the receipt could not be found. 
This story was disbelieved and the Magistrate convicted the 
accused of an offence under section 175, Indian Penal Code, and 
sentenced him to two months’ simple imprisonment. 

This Rule was subsequently obtained by the present peti- 
tioner, the accused, calling upon the Deputy Commissioner to 
show cause why the conviction and sentence passed on the 
petitioner under section 175, Indian Penal Code, should pot be 
set aside on the ground that the Deputy Magistrate erred 
in law in convicting the petitoner under section 175, and that 
upon the facts proved, the conviction wrfs not warranted by law. 

In our opinion the conviction cannot stand. The provisions 
of section 94, Criminal Procedure C(?de, cannot be taken to apply 
to the case of an accused person on his trial to whom a notice 
has been issued to produce an incriminating document. 

The learned vakil who has appeared to support this Rule 
contends that to hold other^vise would be to go contrary to the 
principles laid down in the Code of Criminal Procedure, in sec- 
tions 342 and 343 amongst others. We think the contention is 
sound, and are of opinion that the omission on the part of the 
accused, the present petitioner, to produce the document, suppos- 
ing that there was such an omission, was not an act sufficient to 
constitute an offence punishable under section 175? Indian Penal 
Code. 

We, therefore, make the Rule absolute, set aside the convic- 
tion and sentence passed on the present petitioner, and acquit him, 
and direct that he be discharged. 

X. K. B. Rule made absolute : Accused acquitted* 
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Before Sir Framis W. Maclean^ K, C. /. -E., Chief Justice and - 
Mr, Justice Doss, 

JOGENDRA NATH ROY and others 

V. 

KRISHNA PRAMADA DASI and others.* 

Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of 1885) ^ Chap, X — Record of rfghte — Alteration 

of entries — Regular suit, w amt a i liability of— Special procedure— Secs, 

206, 108, 

No regular suit can be maintained for the alteration and correction of 
entries id a record of rights. The special procedure in sections 106, 108 of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act must be followed. 

A{)peal by the plaintiffs. 

Suit for correction and alteration of entries in a record of 
ri^i;hts. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgments. 

Babu Surendra Chandra Sen for the Appellants. 

Dr, Rash Behary Ghose, Babtts Provash Chandra Mitter and 
Atul Chunder Dutt for the Respondents. 

The following judgments were delivered ; 

Maclean C. J. — This is a suit for^ the alteration and correc- 
tion of certain entries made in the record of rights published 
under Chapter X of the Bengal Tenancy Act. The real question 
is, whether the plaintiffs are entitled to maintain the suit. Both 
the Munsiff and the Subordinate Judge have held that the suit 
is not maintainable, and that the plaintiffs should have pursued 
the special remedy which is given them either under section io6 
or under section io8 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. They have 
not done so. 

It appears that at the instance of defendant No. i a survey 
was made and a record of rights prepared by a duly appointed 
Settlement Officer, in respect of all lands situated in village 
Sarulia. In the course of the settlement proceedings, the 
plaintiffs claimed certain lands as rent-free and certain other 
l^nds as included in their zemindari, which the Settlement Officer 
had recorded as forming part of the defendant No. I’s zemindari. 
Both these objections were heard by the Settlement Officer, 

* Appeal! from Appellate Decree! Nos. 1172, 119.S to 1198 of 1906, against 
theidec^ion of Baba Parna Chandra Ghose, Babordinate Judge, Khulna, dated 
the' 29th March 1900, affirming that of Babu Hem Chandra Mittcr, Munsiff 
Batkhira, dated the 15th August 1906, 
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and the plaintiffs* claims were not successful. Entries were 
then made in the finally published record of rights, and defendant 
No. 1 on the basis of such entries applied, within two months, 
for the settlement of a fair and equitable rent. Then the plain- 
tiffs instituted \he present suit. The question is whether the 
suit will or will not lie. The Bengal Tenancy Act was passed 
nearly a quarter of a century ago, but no authority has been 
produced before us to show that the suit will. lie. This portion 
of the Act deals with a special matter— the settlement by the 
Revenue Authority of the Record of rights ; and, special proce- 
dure is provided for challenging the decision of the Revenue- 
Officer ; presumably the proper course for the plaintiffs would 
have been to have instituted a suit under section io6, and under 
section 108 ; on their application, the Revenue Officer could have 
revised his decision under sections 105, 106 or 107 of the Act. 
But neither of these courses was taken. I agree with both Courts 
that the present suit does not lie • and, I think that the appeals 
must be dismissed with costs. 

Doss J- — I agree. I desire to |idd a few words : section 106 
of the Bengal Tenancy Act has been amended by Act III ot 1898, 
and by that Act much wider powers have been conferred on the 
Revenue Officer than those he had under the original section 
as it stood before it^ amendment. Under section 106 as amended, 
the Revenue Officer has* power to hear and decide, amongst 
several other things, any dispute between the landlords of 
neighbouring estates. That implies that the Revenue Officer has 
power to decide questions relating to boundaries, for the pur- 
poses of preparing the record of rights. That being .so, it i.s*difficult 
to see how a regular suit can be brought in the Civil Court for 
the same purpose. 

Moreover, the provision contained in the second paragraph of 
section 106 points to the same conclusion. It runs thus : “ Pro- 
vided that the Revenue Officer may, subject to such rules as the 
Local. Government may prescribe in this behalf, transfer any 
particular case or class of cases to a competent Civil Court for 
trial.” If in addition to, or in lieu of, the special remedy pres- 
cribed by section 106, a regular suit may be brought in a Civil 
Court for tfie same purpose, it is difficult to appreciate the utility 
of a provision which empowers the Revenue Officer to transfer a 
case to a competent Civil Court for trial. * 
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N. K. B. 


Appeals dismissed^ 
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Before Mr, fustice Holmwood and Mr, fusttce Shatfuddin, 

MUKTAKESHI DASI 

V, 

•PULIN BEHARY SINGH and others. * 

Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of 1885)^ ^c, 22 — ^ Or otherwise' — Bjusdem 

generis^ MoHgage lien^ if mbtiste. 

The words * or otherwise ’ in section 22 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, must 
be construed ‘ JE^usdem geti&ru^' and do not include the cas#* of a holding reverting 
to the landlord on the failure of the tenant’s heirs. 

Badan v. Rajeswari (1) followed. 

In such a. osse the lien of a mortgagee to whom the tenant had 
mortgaged the holding, does not subsist. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for declaration of title as a mortgagee. 

Th/s material facts and arguments appear from the judg- 
ment. 

Bahns Nalini Ranjan Chatterji and Rajendra Chandra 
Chakravarti for the Appellant. 

Bahn Sajani Kanta Sinha for the Respondents. 

c. A. V. 

The following judgment was delivered by 

Holmwood J. — A deceased occupancy raiyat, named Bicharam 
Gosain, mortgaged his holding of 7^ bighas to the plaintiff in 
Asar 1309. He subsequently died, leaving one brother Banamali, 
who^ has also died without leaving any heir, and the landlord has 
taken over the holding. The plaintiff sued the landlord defendant 
No. 2 and two other persons, Nobin Chundra Gosain, defendant 
No. I, and his wife defendant No. 3, who, he alleges, are in occupation 
of the land. It is not contended that they are in any way the heirs 
of Bicharam, but defendant No. i who appeared said that his wife 
defendant No. 3 got the land as a gift from Bicharam. The 
Munsiff in the first Court disbelieved the story of gift and found 
there was cause of action against defendant No. i as he was in 
possession. He also found that the vesting of a jote in the 
landlord on failure of the heirs of a deceased tenant cannot 
destroy a subsisting mortgage lien. He accordingly gave the 
plaintiff a mortgage decree. 

In appeal, the learned Subordinate Judge found chat defen- 
dants Nos. I and 3 had no subsisting interest in the land and 

• Abpeal from Appellate Decree No. 1919 of 1906, against the division of 
Babu Umesh Chandra Sen, Subordinate Judge, Birbhum, ctoted the 4lh July 
1006, reversing that of Babu Siddheehwar Chakravarti, Munsiff, Surl, dated the 
88rd November 1005. 


<1) (1906) 2 C. L. J. 570 . 
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against this finding nothing has been urged before us. As regards 
the vesting of the holding ih the landlord defendant No. a, he 
held that under section 26, Bengal Tenancy Act, there is no 
saving clause respecting the right of third persons as sub-lessees 
or mortgagees and that the landlord defendant No. 2, therefore, 
did not take the holding subject to plaintiflTs mortgage. 

As regards the question of transferability, he rightly held 
that it does not arise in his view of the case though he decided 
in fact against the custom as regards the jote in suit. 

It is urged before us in second appeal that the words of 
section 22 of the Bengal Tenancy Act “by transfer, succession or 
otherwise’’ embrace all c.ises of devolution or vesting from 
whatever cause arising, or that in any case they embrace the case 
of vesting by death of the tenant without hens under sectioji 26. 

^ But in construing words like “ or otherwise ” it has always been 
held that the matters reserved must he ^c/usdem ’ and 

this is very clearly brought out in the ease of Radau CJiaudia 
Da^ V. Rajesu'an Dchy a (1), to which one of us w.as a party, in 
the case of surrenders. The proposftion stated in the placitum 
to that case, “The terms transfer, succession or otherwise in 
section 22, Bengal Tenancy Act do not mean and include a 
surrender ; the expression ‘or otherwise’ as used in the section 
means ‘or in a similar way,’^” docs not it is true find a place in 
these exact words in the judgment ; but the latter part of th^ 
proposition is treated as settled and requiring no exposition, and 
it is then said that had there been any surrender of an occupancy 
holding the landlord could not be said to have acquired the land 
transfer, succession or otherwise within the meaning of the 
section. 

This way of stating the proposition was enough for the 
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purposes of that case, but we wish to fully adopt the rule as it is 
laid down in the head-note of the case, as we are of opinion that 
this is a correct statement of the law. 

It is Clear from the special provision in section 86 clause (6) 
of the Bengal Tenancy Act that section 22 does not govern a 
surrender, since special provision had to be made in that clause 
for the saving gf an incumbrance secured by a registered instru- • 
ment and no other rights of third parties are recognised. It is 
clear that the class of cases referred to in section 22 where the 
r interest of the landlord and the tenant in the holding became 
united by transfer, succession or other devolution in a representa* 
(1) (1906) 2 0 . h. J. 570 . 
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of maintenance are saved by the personal law of the person 
having them, and the superior landlord under whatever title he 
takes cannot avoid them. But here it is sought to limit the 
proprietary right of the ^.eminder by a statutory disability impos- 
ed by section 22 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. If that limitation 
does not apply to a case under section 26 as we hold that it does 
not it cannot be imposted by any analogy or fanciful interpreta- 
tion. 

We are, therefore, of opinion that the defendant No. 2 in 
this case is in possession of the l^ind solely in virtue of his 
ojriginal proprietory right, that he does not represent the mort- 
gagor tenant in any way and that there is not and never was any 
privity of contract between him and the mortgagee. When the 
tenant died without heirs, all his interest in the holding ceased 
and became extinct and with it the security of the mortgage- 
held by the plaintiff. 

For these reasons we dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 


N. K. !{. 



Application to sot aside sale. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment. 

Babn Dwarka Nath MttUr for the Appellant 

Bahu Di^amhar Chatterji for the Respondent. 

The following judgment wa.s dehvered : 

The questions raised before us are whether a second .ippeal 
lies to this Court and whether the appellant has hats standi to 
make the present application. 

The judgment of the lower appellate Court has proceeded 
mainly, if not wholly, on tire question whether the appellant had 
a hats standi to come in under sections 311 and 244, Civil 
Procedure Code. The application was dealt with at length by 
the Court of first instance and that Court allowed the application 
and set aside the sale complained of. The MunsilT did not say 
very distinctly that the conduct of the landlord, at whose instance 
the sale was held on the 14th March 1006, was fraudulent, but 
we gather that all the essentials both under sections 311 and 244 
had been made out in the opinion of the MunsilT who concluded 
his judgment by observing that ‘the sale is vitiated with fraud,' 
Now, the lower appellate Court in dealing with the merits hJ> 
dealt with a hypothetical case only. The District Judge 
observes : “ If the findings of fact arrived at by the Munsiflf be 
correct, they amount only to an irregularity and not to fraud, 
though the ’Munsiflf towards the end of his judgment says tlftt 
the proceedings were vitiated by fraud, on the findings themselves 
the case qould not be placed higher than under section 

It appears to us that the District Judge has fallen into 

• Appeal from Order No 616 of IflOT. against the decision of B. 0. Mitra, 
Esu , Diatrict Judge of Rankura, datc<t ihc 5ih September 1907, reverilng that 
of rabu Gopeswar Banerji, Mnniiff, Bankara, dated the 29lb April 1907* 

(1) ( 1880 ) I, L.B. 26 Calc, 6;!. 
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Being, bound by that decree he must, on the authority 
Full Bench, be "held to be a representative of the recorded 
against whom the rent decree was obtained, and, in that v 
the matter, he was entitled to come in under section 2 
apply to have the sale set aside. He placed his case, no 
partly under section 31 1 ; but in such a case the full force 
allegations would concentrate in the case of fraud wh 
prosecuted with reference to section 244 of the Code, 
this point, the District Judge has not given his decision. 
We think that we should not dea.1 with the case oui 

as to do so would involve a consideration of the eviden 

« 

we are not entitled to find facts sitting, as we are, in 

appeal. Even if fraud be regarded as a question ofl: 

parties are entitled to an e.xpress decision in the lower ap 

Court upon the evidence on which the Munsiff recorded a ( 

finding. We do not think it would be in accordance wi 

practice of this Court for us to examine the findings of the 

of first instance, and, so to speak, ignore the existence of the 

of first appeal. The procedure we follow was also folio 

/!ie authorities which we have cited. 

We, therefore, allow this appeal and send back the ca: 

this intimation of our opinion that the case must be tried < 

the merits by the District Judge. 

< Costs will abide the result. 

We assess the costs in this Court at three gold mohurs 

Let the record be sent down at once. 

N. K. B. Appeal allowed ; case rem 

(1) (1904) 9 0. W. N. 134. (2) (1905) 10 C. W. N. 240. 

(3) (1896) I. L. B. 24 Calc. 62. 





should not be piujscd, where the tiucstion oi me imomi^ .u 
^ the taluk as a dependent taluk under the provisions o( sceliou Gl of IhoJlcuBiil 
Decennial Settlement Begulatiun was nut put in issue. 

A taluk was situated within three zemindanes. The settlement of it was 
a joint one, but the collection was separate Tke proprietor of two of tho 
zemindanes oaiisiHl the entire taluk to be ineasiire*!, assessed with rent u|Kin 
the area found therein, and grantcil a doH-f t(4 the holdci-H of tho taluk, who 
agreed to pay thcii share of rent thus assessed 

Udd {per Muter /.)— That the effect of the rfoief was to const'iute the 
fractional share of the undivided taluk a separate and distinct tenure with 
which the proprietor of the remaining /.eniiinlary liad no concern, licnoe in a 
suit for enhancement of rent of a taluk hj the zeinindni, the proprietor of the 
remaining /.cmiiidary was not a necessary paity. 

Appeal by the DefendunlB. * 

Suit for enhaneemeut of rent as jier notice, of a moiety 
of Mudafat Krishnanamia Bi.swas \tliich the defendants held 
a.s taiuk at Chur Buttia under Tamfs Bran Ki'ishna Biswa-t* and 
Mohamad Hoseiii. 

The facts of the case shortly stated were as follows : 

The taluk Hadi Ali, consisting of 5 drones and odd kanis, 
had been created before Decennial settlement. It had some 
T(/u)fir lands which were resumed by Government under Kegula-v 
tiom II of 1819 after it purchased the two Tarafs Pran Krishna 
Biswas and Mohamad Hosein for arrears of revenue. Some 70 or 
80 drones of lands were in the possession of the Taluk Hadi Ali, 
and almost aUthe lands were of theChittaof 1194 B.S. Thf 
Decennial Settlement was made permanent in 1197 B. S. The 
lands, which were resumed as Tba^r, were not separated fnpm 
the original Taluk, but by one joint settlement the whole of the 

* Special Appeal No. 2268 of I87S, againat the decree of the District Judge 
of Tipperah, lUted the 14th June, 187^ reversing that of the Snirntdinatc 
Judge of Tipperah, dated the 21at March, 1876. 
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lands (the original and Towfir) had been formed into one 
undivided Taluk and its entire area was held answerable for the 
entire Jama, old and new. The rent on the resumed lands was 
assessed after the Permanent Settlement. , 

The taluk was an undivided tenure under three Tarafs, or 
zemindaries, viz.^ Taraf Bhowani Churn, Taraf Pran Krishna 
Biswas and Taraf Mahamad Hosein Khan. In the year 1841 
it was in the possession of one Krishnanuad Biswas. At that 
time, the last mentioned two Tarafs were held by Government as 
a khas mehal. As between these three Tarafs, so far as the taluk 
was concerned, there was no demarcation of lands, but the rents 
were payable in the proportions of 4 Annas odd Gundas, 7 Annas 
odd Gundas and 4 Annas odd Gundas. In the year 1841, the 
Government, as the proprietor of the khas mehal, caused the 
entire taluk to be measured, and assessed the area found therein 
at a rent of Rs. 1489-14 as. A dowl was granted by Government 
to the then holder of the taluk, who agreed to pay to the former 
their share of the rent thus assessed. 

The plaintiffs brought a suit for enhancement of rent, as per 
notice, of a moiety of Mudafat Krishnanund Biswas. The 
defence was that the notice was bad ; that the sharers in the 
zemindari under which the taluk was, had not been made 
defendants ; that the claim to enhaqce the rent of a moiety of an 
undivided taluk brought forward by co-sharers, was not maintain- 
able ; that the claim had not been valued as directed by law ; 
that the taluk had been created before Decennial Settlement and 
was a maurusi permanent tenure under Tarafs Pran Krishna 
Biswas, Mohamed Hosein and Bhowani Charan, and its rent could 
not be enhanced. 

The following issues were settled : 

‘‘ I. Whether the notice had been written and served as 
directed by law ? 

“ 2. Whether the plea of not making all the sharers 
defendants is true ? If so, whether the claim is maintainable ? 

“ 3. Whether it is true that the taluk is in existence from 
before 1790 ?” 

The Court of first instance dismissed the suit on the grounds 
that the notice served upon the defendants was bad in law and 
that there was a defect of parties as the plaintiffs had not made 
the proprietor of Taraf Bhowani Charan defendants in the case. 

Upon appeal the Judge came to a different conclusion upon 
the evidence, and the effect of the proceedings taken by the 
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Revenue officer. He held that there was no defect of parties 
and that no notice was required even if section 51 of Regulation 
VIII of 1793 applied. He also held that the Court of first 
instance should have given a declaratory decree although it found 
the notice bad in law. From that decree^ the defendants appealed 
specially to the High Court. * 

Mr, R, T. Allen for the Appellants. 

Babus Mohiny I\fohun Roy and Bharut Chunder Dutt for the 
Respondents. 

Tlio judgments of the (’ourt were as follows : 

Birch J.—Th is suit is brought to recover rent at an 
enhanced rale upon a taluk held by the defendant in mou/ah 
Buttia after service of notice. 

The defendant pleads that his taluk is a n/on/asee ttduk held 
at a fi.xed rent and created prior to the Permanent Settlehient, 
that a Permanent Settlement thereof was concluded with his 
predecessor Krishnanand Biswas after amjilgamating the original 
Taluk Hadi Ali and the land resumed as /ow/lr appertaining 
thereto as one, and treating the whole area as forming a taluk 
e.xisting before the Permanent Settlement. He alleges that the 
Juma was subsequently reduced by Government owing to the 
poverty of the land resulting from inundation by salt water, but 
denies that this abatement affects his right to hold at an invari- 
able rent. He goes on to object to the rate claimed. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the talook was creatW 
before the Permanent Settlement and that the defendant was 
therefore entitled to a notice under section 51, Regulation Mil of 
1793 He was of opinion, that when the /ore/ir land was 
assessed, the old and the newly-assessed lands were treated as 
forming one taluk ha\ing its origin prior to the Permanent 
Settlement. He considered the notice served upon the defen- 
dant as bad in law and dismissed the suit both upon that ground 
and also on the ground that there was a defect of parties as tl^ 
plaintiff had not made the proprietor of Taraf Bhowani Churn 
defendants in the case. 

Upon appeal the Judge came to a different conclusion upon 
the evidence* and the effect of the proceedings taken by the 
Revenue officer. 

He first held that there was no defect of parties, th^J the 
plaintiffs* having been separately registered in the Collector’s 
books and having made separate collections, there was nothing 
to prevent them from instituting this suit. 
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He then discusses the history of the taluk and remarks 
that there is no contention as to the existence of taluk Hadi Ali 
at the time of the Decennial Settlement with a nominal Juma of 
Re. 1-11-9 and an area of 50 2k ii^g. In 1839 attention was, he 
says, drawn to the taluk, and it was discovered that the talukdar 
was in possession of 48 drones. The result according to the Judge 
was that excluding the 5D2 ^iiJg, settlement was concluded 
for the rest of the land at Rs. 1,488-2-9. Some years after, the 
Juma was reduced to Rupees 103 at which it remained. The 
plaintiffs’ measurement now shows the area to be 50D 13K 14G ; 
from this deducting 50 2 k ii^g, 45 drones would reniain liable to 
enhancement from which other deduction being made the Judge 
would give enhanced rent on a moiety of 10 drones. 

The Judge then says that it is not contended that the lands 
other ‘than the 502x11^0 are not open to enhancement and 
supposes the Subordinate Judge to say that they are. 

He then observes that the Subordinate Judge should have 
given the plaintiff a declaratory decree. 

Next, he says, no notice is required even if section 51, 
Regulation VIII of i 793 ) applies ; the Judge being of opinion 
that the section does not apply. 

As to the term of the settlement, the Judge considers that it 
was a yearly settlement terminable at the end of each year 
according to the pleasure of the contracting parties. 

. The Judge gives the plaintiff a decree based as he supposes 
upon the defendants’ calculation as to the rates payable. 

In special appeal, it is contended that the Judge has mis- 
apprehended the purport and effect of the proceedings of the 
Revenue Authorities, that he is wrong in law, firsts in holding that 
notice was not necessary, secondly^ in holding that the suit was 
maintainable, and lastly ^ wrong in holding that the Sub Judge 
ought to have given a declaratory decree although he found the 
notice had in law. 

' It will be more convenient to dispose of the latter objection 
first. 

It is admitted here that notice was under any view of the 
case necessary, and the Judge is undoubtedly wrong in saying 
that no notice is required under section 51, Regulation VIII 
of 1793. 

I think that the Judge is also wrong in saying that a 
declaratory decree should have been given in this case. The 
authority that he cites does not support him. In the case cited, 
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tilt question of the liability clf the tenure to enhancement was 
^put in issue and fully tried. In the present case, no such, issue 
was framed, nor was the point tried. All that the Subordinate 
Judge does is to express an opinion that as the Juma had been 
reduced, the abatement had subjected the taluk to the third 
condition of section 51. But he refuses to try the question as 
that was not the groupd of the plaintiffs' suit. 

The Judge is wrong in saying that it was not contended tliat 
the lands in excess of the 51) 2 k 11.^0 wereaiot open to enhance- 
ment ; the defendant’s plea was that the whole of the land was 
treated as settled at the time of the Decennial Settlement and 
was held and owned as a maurasi katmi tenure. 

The Judge is further wrong in his facts when he represents 
'tlie defendant as admitting the rate to be Rs 3 per kani. What the 
defendant says in his written statement is that the rate for good 
land does not exceed^Rs. 3 but he goes on tasay that the plaintiffs 
have made no deduction on account of the unculturablc and 
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other land much of which he says is uniit for cultivation. 

These misconceptions on the part of the Judge lead me to 
think that this case has not been carefully dealt with in appeal. 
The important documentary evidence which was considered by 
the Subordinate Judge has not received from the Judge the 
consideration that it merits, and it now remains for us to consider 
that evidence. 

The Judge disposes of the important contemporaneous 
reports of the Board of Revenue and the Commissioner regarding 
Hhe settlement of this taluk in a very summary manner. He 
says “ they are not decisions on the question touched upon, and 
as far as they go, are characterized by great uncertainty and 
supposition.” 

But it appears to me that when the point at issue is, as it is 
in this case, how was this taluk dealt with by the Revenue f 
Authoritieif in 1839, the correspondence regarding it between the 
Board of Revenue and the local Officers is of great assistance in 
helping us to consider the point and arrive at a right decision. 

Paras 38, 39^nd 40 of Mr. Lowis’ memorandum are as follows : ^ 

38. “ The case in question appears to be pretty much like 
wpq^of the Sundeep cases.* In the former measurement 
^uzah Buttla Chur, taluk Mirza Hadi Ali was entered as 50 21c 
node, of which 4K i6g ic were Hasili and assessed at a rental of 
Re* 1*10 annaji payable to the zemindars. It is found now to 


* Vide Pms 40 of Mr* Diunpier** fteport. 
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contain 47 drones of oldlzndy and it* is inferred that the difference 
was fraudulently concealed in Mi . Rowlins^ time. But it is not shown 
that all the surrounding taluks of Mr. Rowlins’ time are still in 
existence^ and unless that be made clear, the fact that this taluk 
now contains eight times as much land as it did formerly, may 
prove, not that the talukdar cheated Mr. Rowlins, but that he 
has found opportunities since to encroach upon his neighbours. 

39. ‘‘It appears that Mr. Donnithorne instituted a suit 
under Regulation Il^of 1819 against the talukdars for the 
assessment of the tow^r lands of this shikmi taluk which was 
decided by Mr. Blagran in favour of Government on the 26th 
November 1829 ; attachment of the whole taluk having inter- 
mediately been had recourse to. 

*40. “ The resumption decree in this case is not withihe 

record, but from the account given of it by Mr. Dampier in 
paragraphs 40 to 43 ^ of his report, there is no doubt that the 
whole of the lands in question were held as forming a dependent 
taluk of a permanently-gettled zemindaree, and the institution 
and decision of a resumption suit under such circumstances by 
Officers not exercising the powers of settling Officers as set forth 
in Regulations VII of 1822 and IX of 1825, 'vas to say the least 
of it informal. That the resumption of the tnwfir taluk was a 
perfectly just measure, there is no doubt, and that being the 
■case, the acquiescence of the talukdar may be fairly held to 
have mended any defect in the form of resumption which may 
have occurred.” 

• From these paragraphs it appears that the results of the 
proceedings under Regulations VII of 1822 and IX of 1825, were 
to treat the whole area found as one taluk and as a taluk 
existing at the time of the Decennial Settlement, and the Dow I 
shows that, in accordance with Mr. Lowis’ recommendations, a 
settlement of the shikmi tenure was concluded in 1841, the 
dassala land, and the excess land being treated as ope integral 
estate and not dealt with separately. These papers effectually 
confute the correctness of the Judge’s finding that the oA/ land 
and the excess land were dealt with separately, and they support 
the conclusion arrived at by the Subordinate Judge that the 
l^ds assessed as tfAvfir were not separated from the original 
tkluk, but were, by one joint settlement of the whole of 
lands, for^«d t into one undivided taluk, and treated as a taluk 
^isUng Decennial Settlement. 

I think that the Judge has come to an erroneous decision in 
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fibiscase, and that he ha^.not appreciated the value of the 
evidence adduced by the defendant. 

The Subordinate Judge has duly considered all the evidence, 
and I have no *doubt that he is right in holding that the defen- 
dant’s taluk is one to which the provisions of section 5 1 , Regu- 
lation Vni of 1793, are applicable. 

I would reverse the order of the Judge, and dismiss the 
plaintilTs suit with costs. 

Hitter J.— l concur. 1 desire to add that the plaintiffs* suit 
is not open to any objection on the ground of defect of parties. 
It seems to me that it was not necessary for the plaintiffs to make 
the proprietors of Taraf Bhowani Churn parties to this suit. 

It appears that the whole of the Chur Buttia is situated 
within three Tarafs or zemindaries Taraf Bhowani ‘Churn, 
Taraf Fran Krishna Biswas and Taraf Mohanied Hossein 
Khan. In the year 1841 it was in the possession of one Kishna> 
nund Biswas. At that time the last-mentioned two Tarafs 
were held by Government as a kha^ mehal. As between these 
three Tarafs, so far as this Chur is concerned, there was no 
demarcation of lands, but the rents were payable in the propor- 
tions of 4A. 2(1. 3(:. 7A. 151^(1. and 4A. i<i. 3(:. respectively. In 
the year 1841 the Government as the proprietor of the khas 
mehal, caused the entire chur to be measured, and assessed the 
area found therein at a rent of Rs. 1489-14-6. A />W .was 
granted by Government to the then holder of the chur, who 
agreed to pay to the former their share of the rent thus assessed. 
The effect of this Dowly it seems to me, was to constitute the 
fractional share of the undivided chur which was within the 
Government khas mehal a separate and distinct tenure, with 
which the proprietors of Taraf Bhowani Churn had no concern. 
I am therefore of opinion that they are not necessary parties 
to the suit. 

Bpt the plaintiffs’ suit should be dismissed upon the grou^ 
that the notice issued in the case is insufficient. Construing the 
Dwl in the light of the letter of the Board of Revenue and 
upon which it is expressly based, it seems to me clear that the 
Government in the year 1841 treated the whole chur as confti- 
luting a taluk existing from the time of the Permanent Settle* 
^^ent. The view which they took of the position of the\aluk 
Vras this ; that the whole of it was held as a dep^ent taluk from 
the time of the Decennial Settlement, but ttfMlppi||P^|Hqring 
of a smalt quantity of land comprised in it, was liable to enhance* 
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ment on account of the excess lands^'of the taluk. It is true t 
that this view was opposed to the findings arrived at in a resump- 
tion suit regarding these lands, but the Board of Revenue found 
that there was some kind of irregularity connected with this 
resumption proceeding which might Vender its validity question- 
able. They, therefore, thought it right to waive any advantage 
that the Resumption decree might give them,, and were satisfied 
with an additional rent for the excess lands treating the whole 
taluk as one existing from the time of the Decennial Settle- 
ment. In accordance with this view, the Dml was executed and 
the plaintiffs who are purchasers from Government are certainly 
bound by its conditions. 

The taltik in question, therefore, should be considered as a 
dependkt taluk within the meaning of section 48 of ReguialioiT 
VIII of 1793. 

This being so, the notice of enhancement that has been 
issued in this case is not legally sufficient, because it does not 
appear to me to be a notice under section 51 of that Regulation. 
The suit therefore should be dismissed upon this ground. 

As regards the contention that at any rate a declaratory 
decree declaring that the defendant's tenure is liable to enhance- 
ment should have been passed, it is sufficient to say that the 
question of the liability to enhancement of the taluk as a depen- 
dent taluk under the provisions of section 51 of Regulation VIII 
of 1793 was not put in issue in the Courts below. 

I am therefore of opinion that this special appeal should be 
decreed, and, the plaintiffs’ suit dismissed with costs. 

A. T. M. Appeal decreed : suit dismissed, 
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Present I^oderison^ Lord AtkinsoN^ Lord Collins^ Sir 

AftdrAo ScodU^ and Sir Arthur Wihon. 

PANDIT GAYA PARSHAD TEWARI 

f'. 

SARDAR^BHAGAT SINGH and another, 

[On appeal from the Court ok the Judicial Commissioner ok 

OUDH.] 

MuXieiimt ProteeuiitMt^ ruU for^ dama^e4 /ar^^PrineipUi appUcAhU to tko pam 
•^P romcuior^Stalieo, tho foundattoH of tke action-^WKeo outp mmlUo ho 
- okown^KnotoUd^o of the dofendatU ao to tho faliitp of the ckor§o-^LiAhi* 
lUpJn tuck A cate, , 

^ In an action (or riamages (or malicious prosecution, the person who *oan be 
made liable is the prosecutor. 

The determination o( the question as to who the real prosooutor is, dependi 
npon all the clrcumatances o( the cose. The mere betting o( the law in motion, 
is not the criterion, nor is it enough to say that the prosecution was instituted 
and oondueted by the police ; the conduct o( Ibe complainant, before and after 
m akin g the charge, his means of information and motives, must also be taken 
into consideration. 

The foundation of the action is malice, and malioe may be shown at any 
time in the course of the enquiry ; a prosecution commenced bona Jidc^ may 
become malicious in any of tho stages through which it has to pass. 

NArtiuga Bow ▼. Jduthaya Pillai (1) explained and distinguished, 

FUz John ▼. Mackinder (2) followed. 

Appeal from a decree of the Court of the Judicial Com* 
missioner of Oudh (December 14, 1905) reversing a decree of 
the Court of the Subordinate Judge of Bahraich (July 31, 1905.) 

The principal question involved in the appeal was whether, 
on the facts found, the respondents were liable in law to an action 
for damages for malicious prosecution. 

In the Kapurthala Estate is a village called Shukulpurwa, 
In the .Rampur Mathura Estate is a village called Keoraa^ 
Between these two villages flows the river Ghoora. The first 
respondent, Sardar Bhagat Singh, was, in 190a, the Munsarim, 
and the second respondent, Imamuddin Shah, was, in the same 
year, the Kanungo of the Boundi division of the Kapurthala 
c^ e, in which the village of Shukulpurwa is situate. The 
*^ 1 $pellant,{*andit Gaya Parshad, was, at that time, naib or manager 
ff the Rampur Mathura estate. ^ 

Ul (tMJ) LL B.IS Mil SSt. O) (WUiliillpElW. 



Gulab Siagh on behalf of the Kapurthala estate under section 107 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure to the Deputy Collector of, 
Bahraich, who sent the application for inquiry by the Sub- 
Inspector of Police Izhar-ul-haq. Certain persons named in the 
application were charged, and the appellant's name was not 
mentioned. Before the Police, the respondents conducted the 
prosecution. The respondents procured evidence that a riot was 
committed and that the appellant had personally taken part in 
the riot. By procuring such evidence the respondents induced 
the Sub-Inspector of Police to send the appellant and the other 
accused for trial before the Deputy Collector of Bahraich. The 
prosecution was conducted by a Barrister instructed by Bhagat 
Singh and Imamuddin Shah, and pressed under their instructions 
against the appellant. Those proceedings terminated by an 
order made by the Magistrate on July 15, 1903, acquitting the 
appellant and all the other accused persons, and expressing the 
opinion that the charges had been concocted by the respondents. 

On July 14, 1904, the appellant instituted the present suit in 
the Court of the Subordinate Judge of Bahraich, claiming damages 
from the respondents for malicious prosecution. The.respondents 
c by their written statement resisted the claim on the following 
grounds : — Paragraph 11. Defendants did not institute any crimi* 
nal prosecution, and were mere witnesses for the prosecution. 

Paragraph 12. Defendants as witnesses were justified in 
making the statements they did in the Criminal Court, and no 
^uit can legally be brought against them. 

< Paragraph 13. The prosecution was not malicioua and with« 
out reasonable and probable cause, nor did it arise from any 
illeiptiinate 



dents did not appear on the face of the criminal proceeamgs, 
that in fact they were the prosecutors, that they' had 
concocted and fabricated false evidence to get the appellant 
charged with rioting,” that there was no reasonable and probable 
cause for the prosecution ; and that the respondents had acted 
maliciously. He accordingly made i decree in favour of the 
appellant, awarding him the sum of Rs. 6,082-8-0 as damages, and 
the costs of the suit, 

Against that decree the respondents appealed to the Court 
of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh, and on December 14, 
1905, the second additional Judicial Commissioner delivered 
judgment in the appeal. On the authority of the cases of 
Nantnga Row v, Muihaya Pillai (1), and Dndh Nath Kmdu v. 
Mathura Prasad (2), he with hesitancy decided that no one but 
a person who has made a formal complaint or applicatiod for 
process to a Court can be sued for damages for malicious 
prosecution. The part of his judgment referring to the merits 
of the case is given in their Lordships’ judgment below. He 
accordingly made a decree dismissing the suit, but without costs. 

Special leave to appeal to his Majesty in Council against tha^^ 
decree was granted to the appellant by two Judges of the Court 
of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh, under section 595 clause (c) 
of the Code of Civil Procedure (Act XIV of 1882), on the ground 
of the importaijce of the question of law raised, and on the ground 
that the question had been wrongly decided, and that the decision 
opposed to the authority of the case of Musa Yakub Mwy 
V. Manilal* Ajitrai (3) decided by the Bombay High Court. 

(1) (1002) I. L R. 26 Mad. 362, (2) (1902) 1, 1% B.|t AU. 317. 

(3) (1904) 1. L B. 29 Bom. 368. 
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. JIfr. De Gfuyther^ K.C,^ and Mr, S. A, Kyffiny for the 
Agpellant There is no appeal ofa the question of the amount 
of damages. The High Courts in India are not unanimous on < 
the question— who can be sued for damages fqr malicious prose- 
cution. The Madras and the Allahabad High Courts have held 
that no one but the person who has made a formal complaint or 
application for process to a court can be sued for damages for 
hialicious prosecution, and where a person merely gives informa- 
tion to the police, and the police, after investigation appear to 
have thought fit to prosecute the plaintiff, the person giving in- 
formation is not responsible for the act of the police and no 
action for damages for malicious prosecution will lie against him : 
Dudhnath Kundu v, Mathura Prasad (i). and Narsinga Raw v. 
Muthayd Pillai (2). But the Bombay High Court has held that 
a person is responsible not merely for starting a prosecution but ^ 
also for continuing the same, and he is also responsible whether 
such prosecution was ordered by the court or was initiated by 
the party himself : Musa Yakub Mody v. Manilal Ajitrai (3). 

It is submitted that the ♦ Bombay High Court is right. The 
Bombay High Court followed Fitz John v. Mackinder (4). The 
findings of fact arrived at by the Subordinate Judge have been 
practically affirmed by the Judical Commissioner, and on the facts 
as found by the Courts in India, it is clear that the respondents 
knew that they were giving false information to the 
police. They in fact conducted the prosecution and con- 
cocted the evidence. The Crown was the nominal prosecutor. 
They actually instructed and paid counsel to press the charge 
against the appellant. The real foundation of the action is 
malice, which may appear at any stage of the proceedings. It is 
submitted that the respondents have shown malice in this case 
and that they are liable for damages for malicious prosecution : 
FiU John V. Mackinder (4). Reference was also made to the 
^ Code of Criminal Procedure (Act V of 1898) sections 4 («), 107, 
147, 156 and 495, and Schedule II to that Code. 

The respondents did not appear. 

The judgment of their Lordships was delivered by 

c Sir Andrew Scoble.— This is an action for damages for 
malicious prosecution. The parties are officials of adjoining 
estates, the plaintiff being manager of the Rampur Mathura^ 


(I) (IMS) L L B. 24 AIL 817. (8) (1902) 1. L. a 26 Had. 8S& 

(miSM) I. L. a St Bom. 868. 

(4) (1861) BO. B. 11.6.606. and at pp. 522 and 688. 
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dtatei and the defendants being respectively Munsarim and 
/Kanongo of the Bound! division of the Rapurthala estate. The 
case arose out of a dispute regarding the ownership of some 
aUttvial land lying between the two estates ; and the charge was 
that the plaintiff had taken part in a riot connected with this 
dispute. The case was sent for trial on the 22nd November 1902, 
but was not disposed of until the 15th July 1903, when the 
Magistrate dismissed it, holding that there was no riot at all/^ 
and adding : 

I consider Kapurthala estate entirely to blame in this case, 
and hold that Sardar Bhagat Singh (assisted by Imam-ud-din 
Shah) is responsible for concocting up these riot and theft cases 
with all the minor complaints.*' 

The plaintiff thereupon brought this action, claiming Rs. 7,000 
damages. The Subordinate Judge held that it was* found 
during the trial of the criminal proceedings, and proved before 
me by the evidence in the case, that tjie two defendants have 
concocted and produced false evidence to get the plaintiff charged 
with the crime.” and he gave •the plaintiff a decree for 
Rs. 6,082-8 damages and the costs of the suit. The Judicial 
Commissioner on appeal, on the authority of the case of 
Natatinga Row v. Muthaya Pillai (i) dismissed the suit, holding 
that if the police or magistracy* decide to act on information 
given by a private individual without a formal complaint or 
application for process, the Crown becomes the prosecutor "and 
not the individual *' j but he added : 

1 may say that, having studied the documentary evidence 
to which my attention was drawn, and read most of the volumin- 
ous oral evidence recorded by the Subordinate Judge, I am dis- 
posed to believe that the Sub-Inspector did institute a charge 
under Section 147 at the instigation of Bhagat Singh and not of 
his own motion ; that the charge was found false by the Magis- 
trate who tried the case ; and that the evidence on the record 
produced by the appellants is not such as to incline me to believe 
it to have been proved.” 

It will be convenient to refer at ofice to the decision of 
the Madras^High Court (1) which the learned Judicial Coramis- 
taoner appears to have followed with some reluctance, ‘fhe 
^ Ju^^ment is in these terms : 

^ The only person who can be sued in an action for mahciout 
proaecution is the person who prosecutes. ^ case, though 
CD I. L. B. M yUA, M. 
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the first defendant may have instituted criminal proceedings 
before the police, he certainly did mot prosecute the plaintiff. 
He merely gave information to the police, and the police, after 
investigation, appear to have thought fit to prosecute the Plaintiff. 
The defendant is not responsible for their act, and no action lies 
against him for malicious prosecution.” 

The principle here laid down is sound enough if properly un- 
derstood, and its application to the particular c^se was no doubt 
justified ; but in the opinion of their Lordships, it is not of uni- 
versal application. In India the police have special powers in 
regard to the investigation of criminal charges, and it depends 
very much on the result of their investigation whether or not 
further proceedings are taken against the person accused. If, 
therefore, a complaintant does not go beyond giving what he 
believes to be correct information to the police, and the police, 
without further interference on his part (except giving such 
honest assistance as they may require), think fit to prosecute, it 
would be improper to make him responsible in damages for the 
failure of the prosecution. . But if the charge is false to the 
knowledge of the complaintant ; if he misleads the police by 
bringing suborned witnesses to support it ; if he influences the 
police to assist him in sending an innocent man for trial before 
the magistrate — it would be equally improper to allow him to 
escape liability because the prosecution has not, technically, 
been conducted by him. The question in all cases of this kind 
must be — Who was the prosecutor ? and the. answer must depend 
upon the whole circumstances of the case. The mere setting of 
the law in motion is not the criterion ; the conduct of the com- 
plainant, before and after making the charge, must also be taken 
into consideration. Nor is it enough to say, the prosecution was 
instituted and conducted by the police. That again is a question 
of fact. Theoretically all prosecutions are conducted in the name 
aijd on behalf of the Crown, but in practice this duty is often left 
in the hands of the person immediately aggrieved by the offence, 
who pro hac vice represents the Crown. In India, a private per- 
son may be allowed to conduct a prosecution under section 495 
of the Criminal Procedure Code, which provides^ that “any 
magistrate inquiring into or trying any case may permit the 
prosecution to be conducted by any person other than an officer 
of police .... Any person conducting the prosecution 
may do so pcrsqipally or by a pleader.” When this is permitted, 
it is obviously an element to be taken into consideration in judg- 
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ing who is the prosecutor and what are his means of information 
and motives. The foundatioh of the action is malice, and malice 
may be shown at any time in the course of the enquiry. As 
Bnunwell, B., o^erves xnFitzJohn Mackinder 

‘‘ This action is not for damages in respect of the preferring 
of the* indictment only, but also for the residue of the prosecution, 
and the damage consequent upon it. . . . Where an action 
is maintainable in respect of the whole prosecution, including 
the preferring of the bill, it is in pvirt mainlaiiuble for the subse- 
quent stages and conduct of it." 

And in the same case, Cockburii, C.J , says (at p. 531) : 

“ A prosecution, though in the outest not malicious, as 
having been undertaken at the dictation of a Judge or Magistrate, 
or, if spontaneously undertaken, from having been commenced 
^ under a bona fide belief in the guilt of the accused, may never- 
theless become malicious in any of the stages through which it 
has to pass, if the prosecutor, having acquired positive knowledge 
of the innocence of the accused, perseveres malo animo in the 
prosecution, with the intention of precuring pet nefas a convic- 
tion of the accused.” 

Turning to the facts of the present case, it appears that on 
the and November 1902 an application was made to the Deputy 
Collector of Bahraich for an investigation by the police of a 
charge of unlawful assembly against eight persons, of whom the 
plaintiff was not one. The investigation was entrusted to Izhar- 
ul-haq, a Sub-lnspectqr of Police, who says : 

“ 1 summoned the plaintiff because Bhagat Singh gave me a 
‘ list of accused persons containing plaintiff’s name. . . . When 

Bhagat Singh produced that list, I said to him that the complaint 
filed in Court did not contain Gaya Parshad’s name. How was 
it that the defendant has mentioned his name . . ? And 
then Bhagat Singh [said] that the chief cause of riot was the 
plaintiff ; so he gave the plaintiff’s name in the list, and that ht% 
would be summoned.” 

This makes it clear that Bhagat Singh was directly respon- 
sible for any charge at all being made against the plaintiff. 
Imam-ud-din was the person who made the original report of a« 
unlawful assembly, upon which the prosecution for riot was ulti« 
mately based, and the two men appear to have acted togeltief 
^ throughout the subsequent proceedings. They took the prin* 
cipal part in the conduct of the case both before the police and 
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in the Magistrate’s Court ; and the learned Counsel who appeared 
for the prosecution at the trial before the Magistrate expressly 
says that they instructed him that Gaya Parshad “joined the 
riot.” As already mentioned, the Magistrate found that there 
was no riot at all, and that on the day on which it was alleged to 
have occurred, the appellant was ill at Lucknow. The cliarge 
was a false one to the knowledge of the respondents, and they 
must abide the consequences of their misconc^uct. 

In granting leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council, the 
learned Judicial Commissioners say : 

“ It is difficult to overestimate the importance of the ques- 
tion raised in this case, namely, whether a person may be sued 
for damages for malicious prosecution who makes a false report 
which results in a prosecution, or who instigates the police to 
send persons up for trial under section 170 of the Code of Crimi- 
nal Procedure, or who conducts the case against those persons 
when sent up for trial.” 

And they add ; 

“ All these are circumstances which occur perhaps daily in 
every district in India, and having regard to the immense number 
of false charges made, (we) think it most desirable that there 
should be no doubt as to the law on the subject.” 

In the opinion of their Lordships, it would be a scandal if 
the remedy provided by this form of action were not available to 
innocent persons aggrieved by such unfounded charges, and they 
will humbly advise His Majesty that the appeal ought to be 
allowed and the decree of the Judicial Commissioner set aside, 
with costs, and that of the Subordinate Judge confirmed. The 
respondents must pay the costs of the appeal. 

A/essrs Sanderson^ Adkin^ Lee & Co. .•—Appellant’s Solicitors. 

The Respondents did not appear. 

j. M. P. 


Appeal allowed. 
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SULEMAN SaVtJI anh othkhs. 

[On Appkal from thh Huin Coi rt of Ji’imcatork at Bombay. ] 

Mortga^ii by ejercutor, Eje^utor and rrnd^^iry 

d^potit i/, »n/A a nnirtga4ft>r — Coft*trHcttrf mtftrr — luyai'y— Will 

A mortgage by an executor, who u alao r<M«iuluary legatee, to necure hi h 
priratc debt a may b<* »et aside even at the suit of a }^>eouniary legatee : the 
poaition of crcxlitora m le«« favourabU*, »h n mortgagt'e without notice may be 
Safe aa against theie, • 

Jh re i^nealet £V/i/c (1), followed. 

(Jraham v. Drummond (*2), iUatinguiHhtsl 

Where de<>da were depoaite*! with a mortgages*, tijo contents of which, and, 
enquiry baatyl thereon, would have led to the discovery of a charge on the 
mortgagctl premiaea, the mortgagee must be takey to have hotl conatrucllvc 
Doiioc of the charge. 

Where a legacy was payable withm aix jeara of the death of the testator, 
and the executor crcaUsl a mortgage eight ^eara niter the due ilate, the 
mortgagee was not ontithsl to loinume the consent of the legatees inspite of the 
lapse of time, an two of the logaU^'s were infants and the eontiniKH) possession 
of the estate by the executor, was not inconsistent with the purposes of 
the will. 
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Appeal from a decree of the High Court of Judicature at 
Bombay, Appellate side (3), (April 14, 190^) varying a decree of 
Chandavarkar J, madejn its original jurisdiction (4), (August 23, 
1904.) 

The principal question involved in the appeal was whether 
the claims of the plaintiffs, who were legatees under the will of 
their father Somji Parpia, had priority over a mortgage executed 
in favour of the appellant Bank by the executors and residuary 
legatees. 

The facts relating to the suit were not in dispute. Somjk^ 
Parpia, & Khoja Mahomedan of Bombay, died on February 15, 
1885, leaving him surviving his widow Jvabai, and eight sons, of 
whom four were the sons of a deceased wife. The four sons of 
the deceased wife (hereinafter called the elder sons) were Rohim^ 
tolla Somji Parpia, the respondent Jaffer Somji, Goolam 
^^ jtfoosein Somji, and the respondent Alladin Somji. The f(jur 
sons of the widow Labai (hereinafter called the younger sons) 

(I) ( 1888 ) 17 L. R. Ir. 381 (8) (1908) 7 Bom. L R. 4 « 7 . 

(9) (1898) U R. i. Ch. 968. (4) 6 Bom. U R. 800, 
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were the respondents Suleman Somji, Goolam Ali Somji, 
Mahomed Somji, and Habib Somji, Of the younger sons 
Suleman Somji alone had attained the age of majority at the 
time of the death of Somji Parpia and the rest were minors. 
Goolam Ali Somji attained the age of majority in 1897, and 
Mahomed Somji and Habib Somji, who were twins, in 1901. 
Somji Parpia made his will on February 13, 1885, which was 
attested on the day of his death. The follo^ving are the import- 
ant clauses of that will : 

Clause /. — My property consists of my 2 shops (for the sale) 
of furniture and other Europe goods and of a moiety of a house 
belonging to me, situated in the Bhajipala Street bearing number 

and standing in the name of my brother Dhanjibhai Parpia 

who is now dead, and of the play-house, situated on the Falkland 
Road which is known by the name of the “ Elphinstone 
Theatre ” and which now stands in the name of my son Golam 
Husein Somji. The said properties and the outstanding debts 
(due to me) in Bombay and at out-stations belong to me. I 
possess all these properties «at present. 

Clause j . — I bequeath all my abovementioned property, such 
as all the goods in the two shops, outstanding debts, claims and 
debts and the abovementioned moiety of the house, situated in 
the Bhajipala Street and the theatre &c. (J, <?.) the whole ol 
the (said) property and goods to the sons of my former deceased 
wife (namely) Rohinitolla, JafFer, Goolam Hoosein and Alladin foui 
persons. None of (my) other heirs has any claim or title thereto 
But as to the moiety of the abovementioned house belong- 
ing to me I exclude the right thereto of my elder son Rohim 
tolla and I reserve the right of my three sons only, namely, Jaffer, 
Goolam Hoosein, and Alladin, these three persons, to (my) said 
moiety of the house. To the remaining property, the above 
mentioned four persons are entitled in equal (shares.) 

Clause 4 . — For (my) remaining heirs 1 order my above 
mentioned sons four persons, whose names are Rohimatolla, Jaffer 
Goolam Hoosein, and Alladin that they shall duly give and act ii 
accordance with what is written below : 

Clause d. — To my present surviving wife Labai and to he 
sons named Suleman, Goolam Ali, Mahomed and Habib my sail 
eld^r sons, four persons to whom I entrust all my goods and prope*^ 
shall within 6 years namely, six years after my decease, duly malti 
up and pay Rs. 30,000 namely, thirty thousand to my survivinj 
wife and to her sons. The same shall be paid (to them) in the 
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following manner. No interest on the said (sum oQ money shall 
be paid up to the abovementioned period, and up to that period 
there shall duly be paid Rs. 125 namely one hundred and twenty 
five every month for house hold expenses and before the above- 
mentioned sum of Rs. 30,000 namely thirty thousand is fully 
made up, if the betrothal (or marriage etc.) of any son or 
daughter should take place, then as to the proper (sum oO 
money that may Ije required for the expenses thereof, the same 
shall truly be paid out of the (abovementioned) sum, and when 
the abovementioned sum of rupees thirty thousand shall have 
been fully made up (and paid) then from that day the aforesaid 
(sum) of rupees one hundred and twenty live being the amount 
of the instalment payable every month for the expenses shall 
duly cease, that is to say, the same shall not be paid* thereafter. 
Besides this my second surviving wife and her children shall have 
no manner of right or claim against 4 persons (namely my) sons 
by my first deceased wife or against my §aid goods and property 
in any way whatever. 

C/^tisc 6 — As to the (sum of) Rupees thirty thousand 
directed to be paid out of my abovementioned goods and 
property as a share of inheritance oy my abovementioned cider 
sons 4 persons to my surviving wife and her sons mentioned in 
the sth clause, I appoint 4 persons as trustees in respect of the 
said (sum of) money. Their names are JafTer Somji, Goolam 
Hoosein, Somji, JafTer Ladhabhai Chatu and my second survivhig 
wife, I appoint the^e 4 persons (as trustees) and I direct them 
as follows : — The said (sum oQ money shall truly be appropriated 
in accordance with what is written below. Out of the above- 
mentioned sum of rupees thirty thousand which my elder sons 
shall pay to my surviving wife and her sons as a share of inheri- 
tance the outlays on auspicious and inauspicious occasions, what- 
ever the same may come to having been deducted, as to what- 
ever the same may remain over a good “ estate” or a house shjjll 
be purchased therewith and given (to them). The same shall be 
purchased in the names of my surviving wife and her sons and 
given to them ; or (the money) shall be deposited at interest at a 
good place aijd out of the income that may be realised therefrom, 
(moneys) shall be paid to my surviving wife during her life-tiritc 
for her and her children’s lodging, food and clothes and other 
expenses.* And after the decease of my surviving wife whe^ her 
youngest son shall come of age whatever property there may 
be (left out) of the said (sum of) rupees thirty thousand, the 


P. O. 

1906 . 

Bank of Bombay 

r. 

Suieman Somji. 





p. 0. 
im 

(aok of Bombay 
V, 

Suleman Somji. 


tM oaloutta law journal. [Vol. VlII. 

same shall truly be divided and given in equal shares to her 
children. 

Clause g , — I recommend my 4 elder sons mentioned in the 
4th clause as follows : — If my second surviving wife and her sons 
should live in peace and harmony with them (my sons) shall 
allow them to live in the moiety 'belonging to me of the said 
house situated in the Bhajipala Street. 

Clause 10 . — I recommend my said 4 e^^er sons to whom I 
bequeath all my goods and property, shop &c., as follows : — After 
my life-time they shall continue to carry on trade and business 
in my name and having come to an understanding between them- 
selves and apportioned their respective shares they shall make a 
writing in respect thereof and shall carry on trade and business 
in accordance with their own free will and pleasure. 

Clause 12 . — I nominate or (and) appoint my said four sons 
named Rohimtolla, Jaffer, Goolam Hoosein and Alladin executors 
of (this) my said will. They shall truly bring into force 
all the provisions of the said will, and I further direct (my) 
said executors or my elder sgns as follows : — As long as they shall 
carry on trade and business in my name they shall set apart 
rupees 300 (three hundred) every year on account of charity and 
out of the same they shall truly give (money) in charity in such 
manner as they may think proper. 

Meenabai, the widow of Dhanji Parpia, the brother of Somji 
Parpia, died in 1889 leaving a will dated December 18, 1880, by 
which she gave a legacy of Rs. 200 each to the sons of Somji 
Parpia other than Rohimtolla, and absolutely bequeathed her 
husband’s half share in the house in Bhajipala Street to 
Rohimtolla, whom she described in the will as her and her 
husband’s adopted son, A recital in the will was ; ‘‘ And where- 

as my said late husband Dhanji Parpia had one equal half share 
or moiety with the said Somji Parpia in the dwelling house or 
hereditaments and premises bearing No. 9 situate in Bhajipala 
street without the Fort in the Island of Bombay and which are 
registered in the Books of the Collector of Land Revenue and 
the Collector of Municipal Taxes in the name of my late said 
husband and are occupied and enjoyed by myself* and the said 
Somji Parpia.” 

After the death of Somji Parpia, the elder sons carried on 
business at Bombay, Indore and other places, as contractors for 
the construction of roads, buildings, and other works, as co- 
partners, under the style or firm of Somji Parpia and Company. 
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The appellants the Bank of Bombay (hereinafter called the 
Bank) acted as bankers to the elder sons in the course of such 
^ business. On September i, 1890 the elder sons deposited with 
the Bank the following deeds and documents as security for 
advances : 

Deeds relating to a dwelling house in Bhajipala Street. 

1. Copy of the Will of Meenabai widow of DIranji Parpi.i, 
dated 18th December 1880. 

2. Conveyance dated 12th March iHoi by Khan Mahomed 
Habibhoy and Karim Khatay to Dhanji Parpia. 

Deeds relating to a Theatre in Falkland Road. 

I. Copy of Lease dated 14th October 1H02 by Sha Mod- 
chand Nensey to Goolam Hoosein Somji Parpia. . 

2 Conveyance dated 26th August 1HH2 between* I*eerbhoy 
Nathoo to Goolam Hoosein Somji. 

3. Indenture dated 22nd August 18H4 between Javerbai 
and Goolam Hoosein Soniji. 

On January 12, iHoo, the Bank held thirteen bills of ex- 
change drawn by Somji Parpia ami Co , at Bombay on and 
accepted by Somji Parpia and Co , at Indore^ for amounts, 
aggregating together Rs. 52,000, five of which bills for amounts, 
aggregating Rs. 18,500, were then overdue The Bank 
called upon the elder sons to pay olT those bills of exchange 
which had fallen due and to find security for the others, and it 
was ultimately agreed between the parties that the elder sons 
should find security foj the amount*of all the bills of exchange in 
consideration of the Bank agreeing not to enforce payment 
before October 12, 1899 Accordingly on the same datej f. r., 
January 12, 1899, the elder sons executed in favour of the Bank 
a deed of mortgage purporting to mortgage the entirety of the 
house in Bhajipala Street and the land in Falkland Road with 
the theatre erected thereon for securing payment of the moneys 
due and to become due upon the bills of exchange with interesi 
thereon •at the rate of 9 per cent, per annum. The mortgage 
de^ recited inter aha that the mortgagors were entitled to the 
entirety of the house in Bhajipala Street and that the mortga- 
gors or one pr more of them were also entitled to the land it) 
Falkland Road with the theatre thereon. 

From the death of Somji Parpia down to the death oChts 
widow, Utbai, she and the younger sons, and from her death, 
which occured in 1894, until after the institution of the suit, the 
younger sons lived amicably with the elder sons in the house in 


P. C. 

ilw. 

Bank o( Bombay 

f*. 

Hulonian Somji. 



550 


THB CALCUTTA LAW JOURNAL 


[VoL. VIII 


r. c. 

Bttnk of Bomliay 
f. 

HtilcmAn Homjl, 


Bhajipala Street. Jaffer Ladhabhai Chatu, one of the trustees, 
also died in 1894. In June 1903 the Bank having in exercise of 
the power contained in their mortgage advertised the sale by 
public auction of the properties comprised in it, the younger sons 
gave notice in writing to the Bank that under the will of their 
father Somji Parpia they had a charge on the properties to the 
extent of Ks. 30,000 and that if the properties were to be sold, 
they should he sold subject to the charge. Bank postponed 

the sale, after having intimated in writing to the younger sons, 
that the sale was to be of the right, title and interest of the 


nuirlgagors, the elder sons 

Or) September r, 1003 the younger sons instituted in the 
High Court of. Judicature at Bombay in its ordinary original 
tnil juris*diction the present suit against the elder sons and the 
B.uik* Idle plaint alleged that under the will of their father, 
Sornji I*arpia, the property mortgaged by the elder sons to the 
Bank was charged with the payment of Rs. 30,000 and a monthly 
.illowancc of Rs 1 2 ; to the plaintiffs and their deceased mother 
laibai . that divers sums were from time to time paid by the 
elder sons in respect of the sum of Rs. 30,000 and the monthly 
allowance of Rs 1 2? respecti\el\ , but at the commencement of 
the suit large sums remained unpaid and owing in respect there- 
of rcspccliNcly , and th.it the Bank took the mortgage with 
.ictual or construcliNc notice of the charge on the properties in 

f.ivour of the younger sons The plaintiffs claimed inter alia 
priority in respect of the charge as agaii^t the Bank and asked 
the Court to pa^s a decree for the due administration of the 
properties of the deceased Sc:)mji Parpia which became vested 
in the elder sons as his executors and heirs subject to the charge. 
n\ an indenture dated January 14, 1004 the Bank transferred the 


mortgage to the second appellant Dwarkadas Dharamsey for a 
consideration of Rs 42,000. Pursuant to an order of the Court, 
.Pwarkadas Dharamsey was brought on the record as defendant 
No h Rohinuolla Somp Parpia did not defend the action and 
the written statement of the others of the elder sons stated among 
other things that one moiety of the house in Bhajipala Street 
belonged to the testator Somji Parpia . that the other moiety 
thereof belonged to his brother Dhanji Parpia. from whom it 
.Us^ended to his (Dhanji Parpia's) widow Meenabai, who had 
bequeathed it to Rohimtolla Somji; and that the'mortga^ 
me uded the land in Falkland Road, on uhich a theatre had been 
built, but not the building itself which stood on it. The Bank 



VOL. VIII.] 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 


851 


and Dwarkadas Dharamsey also filed their written statements. 
The Court framed the following issues, which show the matters 
in dispute between the parties : — 

1. What w^s the property or properties conveyed by the 
mortgage of 12th January 1890 ? 

2. Whether the plaintiffs have a charge on the pioperty 
the subject of the mortgage in the plaint mentioned ? 

3. Whether <he Bank of Bombay were not bona luh' 
transferees for value of the propeity mentioned in the said 
mortgage ? 

4. Whether the Bank of Bombay had notice of the chaige, 
if any, in favour of the plaintiffs ^ 

5. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the relief claimed 
or any part thereof ? 

6. Whether in any event plaintiffs have any claim to one 

moiety of the Bhajipala Street property subject to the said 
mortgage ? • 

At the hearing of the suit before Chandavarkar J., it was 
contended on behalf of the younger*sons that Meenabai (widow 
of Dhanji Parpia) had no power to bequeath the moiety of the 
house in Bhajipala Street, formerly belonging to Dhanji Parpia, 
and that such moiety descended upon the elder sons and the 
younger sons in equal sh^re^^ as heirs of Dhanji Parpia. The 
learned Judge delivered his judgment on August ii, 1904 and 
held that only three-fourths share of the house in Bhajipala 
Street was bound by the appellant’s mortgage and the remaining 
one-fourth did not form part of Somji’s estate but belonged to 
the younger sons in their own independent right as Dhanji Parpia’i 
heirs ; that both the land in Falkland Road and the theatre 
standing thereon were included in the appellant’s mortgage ; 
that the younger sons had a charge on the property, the subject 
of the appellant’s mortgage ; that actual notice of the will of 
Somji Parpia to the Bank was not proved ; that the Bank had 
constructive notice of that will through Meenabai’s will ; that 
according to Indian Law there was no distinction between the 
powers of an executor over the real property and personal estate 
of a testator, * such as obtained in English Law ; that the Bank 
did not know of the breach of trust on the part of the elder 
sons and was not a party to their fraud ; and that the Bank \\ere 
bona fide transferees for value of the properties comprised in the 
mortgage. On August 23, 1904 a decree was made to the effect 
that the Bank had a first charge ; that the Bank’s security com- 
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prised three fourth parts of the house in Bhajipala Street, and 
the entirety of the lands and buifdings in Falkland Road : that 
the younger sons were entitled to the remaining one-fourth part 
of the house in Bhajipala Street ; and that such right was un- 
affected by the mortgage ; and that they were entitled to a 
charge (or their legacy but ranking subsequently to the Bank’s 
security. 

There were two appeals against that , decree. The elder 
M)nb appealed against the decision to the effect that the mortgage 
included the building on the land in Falkland Road and the 
younger sons appealed against the decision to the effect that the 
mortgage had priority over their legacy and monthly allowance, 
'riie appellants tiled cross objections by way of cross appeals, 
'riie appellate Court agreed with Chandavarkar J., in holding 
that the younger sons had a charge on the property ; that the 
Hank had constructive notice of the will; and that as regards the 
law involved there was ai;cording to Indian Law no such distinction 


as there was in Knglish Law between movable and immovable 
property, but that Court held inter aha that the elder sons were 
residuary legatees as well as executors of the testator’s will and 
that the undivided moiety of the house in Bhajipala Street and 
and the entirety of the land in Falkland Road, including the 
theatre thereon, formed part of the estate of the testator, and 
were, as such, available foi the payment of the legacy of 
R; 30,000 and allowances of Ks 125 per month to the younger 
sons, m priorit) to the claim thereon of the Bank under the 

moitgage of January 12, i.Sgg and of the Bank’s transferee the 
apperiant Dwarkadas Dharamsey. On March 6, 1905, a decree 
was accordingly inaile 

Aga>n.t that decree the Bank and its transferee Dwarkadas 
Dlurarmey appealed to H.s Majesty in Council. The respondents 
vce the >ounger sons and Jaffer Somji and Alladin Somji, two 
.ld„ uoota Sornii died 

Th. „.po,,dm. so„,Ji „d Alladm 8.4 .4 4 

represented at the hearing Of the appeal. 

^ir Rnbert Fxnlay, K. C., Mr n j , 

liT AWA A'.C.. fo, Appellants ;^The wo^l “fhe fZ 
of Rupees thirty thousand directed to be paid out of n, . 
mentioned goods and property ” in Clause 6 of the iiir^e 
d^npt.ve and create no charge on the testator’s estate* For 
character and property of an executor as such and hU 
wwmtoalegacv refor*nr.-.», j ana his powers and 

egacy , reference was made to the Probate and Adminis- 
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tration Act (V of i88i), sections 2, 4^ 90 [as substituted by section 
14 of the Probate and Administration Act^ (VI of 1889)], 113, 115 
and 116. 

[Sir Arthur* Wilson Apart from the Act, the executor 
of a native has certain powers •] 

Mr. Leuett. — The Bank obtained the mortgage in good faith 
and for value from the executors of the will of Somji Parpia, 
who were also the ftsiduary legatees. Under the Indian law, the 
executors had power to dispose of, as they thought lit, all property 
whether movable or immovable vested in them as executors. An 
executor selling either leasehold or personal estate of his testator 
is able to give a good title to a purchaser, who pin chases without 
any enquiry whether the debts or legacies charged on the estate 
are paid or not ; and a purchaser or mortgagee from an executor 
who is also devisee, is neither entitled nor bound to inquire 
whether legacies or debts charged on the estate have bsen paid 
or not : lure Whistler (\). When the* devisee of real estate 
charged with the payment of debts, sells, the purchaser has no 
need to enquire at all whether the money is applied in payment 
of debts, or whether it is a sale for the purpose of enabling debts 
to be paid : Colyer v. hinch (2). The Bank was entitled to 
believe that the mortgagors were competent to make a good title 
to the property mortgaged. •The Bank had no notice, actual or 
constructive, of existence of any charge in priority to their mort- 
gage ; and if an executor, who is also residuary legatee sells or 
mortgages an asset of the testator for valuable consideration to a 
person who has no notice of the existence of unsatisfied debts of 
the testator, or of any ground which rendered it improper for the 
executor so to deal with the asset, that person’s purchase or 
mortgage is valid against any unsatisfied creditor of the testator : 
Graham v. Drummond (3). The Bank is, therefore, entitled to 
priority, and the fact that the mortgage did not purport to be 
made by the mortgagors in the capacity of executors but as abso- 
lute owners is immaterial : In re Venn and Furzds Contract (4). 
Reference was also made to Lewin's Laiv of Trusty p. 557 
(nth edition.) 

The legacy of Rs. 30,000 was to be paid in six years and the* 
will was dated 1885. Six years would expire in 1891, and conse- 
quently at the date of the mortgage in 1899 eight years had Ex- 
pired from the time when the legacy was to be satisfied. That 

(1) (1887) L. R . 3.5 Ch. D 661, 565. (3) tIH'J6» L R. 1 Oh. 968, at p. 974. 

(2) (1856) 5 H. L. 0. 905. (4) (1891) L R, 2 Ch. 101, at p. 114. 
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circumstance did not exist in the case of In re Queans Estate (i) 
relied upon by the appellate Court" and distinguished the case 
under consideration from that case. Assuming notice of the will ^ 
on the part of the Bank, Che Bank after such a. lapse of time was 
entitled to assume that the executors were acting with the con- 
sent of the legatees. Consent of the legatees would make the 
mortgage binding on them with the result that Bank would be 
entitled to priority. •' 

Mr. Danckwerts, K. C., and Mr. P. S. Stokes^ for the Respon- 
dents the younger sons : Both Courts in India had found that 
the legacy to the younger sons was a charge upon the estate of the 
deceased. The property bequeathed by the will of the testator 
to his elder son§ was charged with and was moreover held by 
then; upon trust for the payment of the legacy of Rs. 30,000 and 
the allowance of Rs. 125 per month. As soon as the executors 
discharged their functions as executors, they became trustees 
under the wdl and had *110 power to convey the property except 
as trustees. The mortgage to the Bank was therefore subject to 
the trust, , the paynienf of the legacy to the younger sons. 

Both Courts in India had found that the Bank had construc- 
tive notice of the will of Somji Parpia, and therefore the Bank 
must be treated to have knowledge of the contents of the will 
and of the rights of the younger ,sons thereunder, and its title 
must be postponed to the claims of the younger sons : Charles 
(Vir-rv Sidney C artwrt^ht and others {2) \ Meenabai’s will, the 
root of the title of the house in Bhajipalac Street^ was deposited 
with the Bank. The defect in the title of the elder sons to the 


mortgaged property appeared upon the face of the documents of ^ 
title, and Uie Bank was guilty of negligence in not calling for and 
nucstigating the title of the elder sons to the property comprised 
in the mortgage, and must be held to have taken the mortgage 
with notice of the will of the testator and its contents. A pur- 
chaser or mortgagee is bound to enquire into the title of his 
vendor or mortgagor, and will be affected with notice of what 
appears upon the title if he does not so inquire: Wikon v. 

A plea of purchase for valuable consideration, without 

notice, IS no protection against an adverse claim, v^hich the pur- 
E. ling III. ink (5), fa..., ^ 

(21 l’ n P- 

(3» UMa L S: 1 rS*A“‘* n • ”'• 

(»««) * Hare 43. 
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V. Hat land (i). Reference was also made to In re Whistler (2). 
Both Courts in India have found that the mortgage was given for 
a pre-existing debt, due to the Bank from the elder sons, on ac- 
count of money l^orrowed by them from the Bank. The money 
was borrowed, as the Bank knew, for the personal debts of the 
elder sons and not in respect of matters or transactions or for 
‘ purposes authorised by the will of the testator. The mortgage 
was not, therefore, 4vithin the powers of the elder sons, as execu- 
tors of the testator. The moneys intended to be secured by the 
mortgage were, to the knowledge of the Bank, applied to the 
private purposes of the executors. The Bank must be taken to 
have known, when it accepted the mortgage, that the legacy had 
not been paid. The elder sons had not right or»power to create 
any charge upon the mortgaged properties, in priority to the 
claims of the younger sons in respect of their legacy. The will 
makes the legacy a charge upon the property, and there is, there- 
fore, a restriction on the disposal of the property. The elder sons 
took the property subject to the charge, and the Bank could not 
acquire from them any greater interest than those sons themselves 
had in the property. On this part of the argument, reference 
was made to : Indian Succession Act (X of 186s) sections 271 and 
187 ; Shaik Moosa v. Shaik Essa (3); Probate and Administration 
Actiy oi i88i)sections2,4,j2and 90 \ In rc Kirk ^ Kirk v, Kirk ; 

Wiggv, Wigg(s) ; and Roper's Law of Legacies (4th Ed, ) p. 443, 
Mr. Levett^ K.C.^ in reply, further referred to Meadv. Lord 
Orrery (6) ; and Taylsr v. Hawkins (7). 

Mr. Danckwerts^ K.C.^ (with their Lordships’ permission) 
with reference to the cases cited in reply, referred to In re Morgan^ 
Pillgrem v. Pillgrem (8) ; and In re the Alms Corn Charity ^ Charity 
Commissioners v. Bode (9), and contended that if the Bank had 
inquired, as it was bound to do, it would have known that the 
legacy, which was a charge, had not been paid. It must be assumed 
that an honest and not a false answer would have been given. • 
Th*e judgment of their Lordships was delivered by 

Sir Andrew Scoble.— The facts relating to this appeal are 
not in dispute, and may be shortly stated. 

Somji Parpia died on the 15th February 1885. He left eigBt 
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-- (1 ) (i881X L. B. 17 Ch. D. 363. (6) (1739) 1 Atk. 382, .383. \ 

(2) (1887) L. B. 36 Cb. D. 661, 565. (6) (1745) 3 Atk. 2.35, at p. 241 

(8) (1884) I. L, B, 8 Bom. 241. (7) (1802) 8 Ves. 209. 

(4) (1882) L. B. 21 Ch. D. 485, 437. (8) (1881) L. B. 18 Ch. D. 93, at p. 102 
(9) (1901) L. B. 2 Cb. 7.50, at p. 762. 
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sons, four by his first wife (hereafter called the elder sons) and 
four (hereafter called the younger sons) by his second wife Labai, 
who also survived him. By his will, he left all his property to 
his elder sons, subject to a charge of Rs. 30,ogo in favour of his 
widow Labai and his younger sons. Both Courts in India have 
found that this legacy was charged upon the property in suit, 
and their Lordships agree with this decision. 

After their father’s death, the elder sons entered upon large 
business transactions, under the style of Somji Parpia & Co., and 
in the course of their business became indebted to the Bank of 
Bombay m respect of advances on bills drawn by the firm in 
Bombay upon a branch of the firm at Indore. To secure these 
advances, the cider sons, on the ist September 1890, deposited 
cert.un tii*le deeds relating to the property in suit, by way of 
cciuitable mortgage, with the Bank ; and on the 12th of January 
I Hoo, the Bank obtained from them a formal mortgage of the 
same property, tosecurothe repayment of Rs. 52,000 in respect 
of bills then due or to become due drawn by the firm on their 
Indore branch. It is not disputed that this debt was a debt of 
the four elder sons m respect of their own business, and that the 
legacy to the widow and the younger sons was at the time, and 
still is, unsatisfied. 


Ihe property comprised in thp mortgage consisted of a 
house Uhajipala Street and a piece of land in the Falkland 

Foad, the C.ty of Rombay, to both of which the mortgagors 

< cclared themselves to be entitled, buU both of which had 
been specked by their father Somji Parpia, in his will, as 
subioct to the charge of Rs. 30,000 in favour of his widow and 
^ ounger sons I h.s w.ll «-as not among the documents of title 

hop:; St ’ ; r, »ouse m 

sc.ou ims portion of his estate Rut .g.... j 
enquiry, and aonear tn t.,, ^laie. uut they made no 
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will, it is to be presumed that they would have given an honest 
answer. * 

Nor is it suggested that the younger sons had any knowledge 
of the dealings of {heir elders with the Bank. But when the 
Bank advertised the properties for sale, they filed this suit in 
order to establish the priority of their charge over the mortgage 
to the Bank. And the only question in this appeal is, whether 
they are entitled to«such priority. 

Mr. Levett, in his able argument for the appellants, con- 
tended that, under the will of Somji Parpia, the mortgagors were 
residuary legatees as well as executors, and he relied upon a 
passage in the judgment of Romer, J., in Graham v. Drummond 
in which that learned Judge says (at p. 974) : 

“ I think it is settled law that, if an executor who is also 
residuary legatee sells or mortgages an asset of the testator for 
valuable consideration to a person who has no notice of the exis- 
tence of unsatisfied debts of the testator, or of any ground which 
rendered it improper for the executor so to deal with the asset, 
that person’s purchase or mortgage ijf valid against any unsatis- 
fied creditor of the testator.” 

But this does not dispose of the present case. Here the 
plaintiffs are legatees, and the distinction between creditors and 
legatees is well pointed out m Spence’s “Equitable Jurisdiction,” 
vol. ii., p. 376, where it is said : 

“ A mortgage by an executor, who is also residuary legatee, 
to secure his private (lebt may be set aside even at the suit of a 
pecuniary legatee, for the nature of the claims of legatees, they 
taking under the will, may be ascertained. But as to creditors it 
is different. If a reasonable time has elapsed since the death of 
the testator, and then the executor deals with the residue as his 
own, the purchaser may, in the absence of notice to the contrary, 
assume that the debts have been paid, or that there are other 
assets for payment of the debts, if any ; therefore the mortgagee 
would l)e safe as against creditors.” 

Moreover, in this case, the mortgagee had constructive 
notice, and has only himself to thank if his position is not safe ; 
for had he taken the slightest pains to investigate the title of tlye 
mortgagors he must certainly have discovered the charge created 
^ by the will of Somji in favour of the widow and her sons. 

It wa*s also contended that by the terms of the will the legacy 
was to be made up and paid within six years after the testator’s 
(1) (1896) L. R 1 Ch. 968. 
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decease ; that this period would have expired in 1891, eight 
years before the date of the m&rtgage ; and that, assuming 
notice of the will on the part of the Bank, the Bank was entitle 
to assume that the executors were acting, with the consent of the 
legatees. Lapse of time is, no doubt, a circumstance that may 
be taken into consideration in cases of this kind ; but having 
regard to the fact that, in this case, two of the younger sons were 
still minors when the title-deeds were deposited with the Bank, 
and that continued possession by the elder sons was not incon- 
sistent with the purposes of the will, their Lordships agree with 
the Court below in holding the rights of the parties unaffected 
by this circumstance. 

I he case of lu re Quealcs Estate (i), bears a strong resemblance, 
in its facts, to that now under consideration. There the testator’s 
son deposited with a Bank three leases to secure his own over- 
drawn account. T he Bank dealt with him as absolute owner, 
and eventually proceeded to sell the leaseholds ; whereupon the 
testator’s daughters claimed to be placed on the schedule as 
encumbrancers in respect ‘of unpaid legacies, and their claim 
was allowed. In delivering judgment, Fitz Gibbon, L. J., says : 

“ The Bank dealt with him (the mortgagor) as and in his 
capacity of an individual owner, not an executor, but a person 
pledging his own property for his owp debt, giving as security his 
own interest for his own purposes. Under such circumstances, 
the can, ,n my opinion, have no better title than that 

winch .ts debtor really had in the capacity.in which he was dealt 
vith, namely, .as beneficial owner, as residuary legatee.” 

Court Judges of the High 

Court of Bombay that the claim of the first four respondents 

(the younger sons of Somji Parpia) must prevail over the 

D^tram" transferee, Dwarkadas 

.ippcal shouirb ‘ ''""’•’•y advise His Majesty that this 

tl Ta J \or?! '"’’"I of the High Court of 

. S7r",f ® ^ 

a™. 

J- H-i‘. 

Appeal ^dismissed. , 

(1) (1«86) 17 U R. Ir. 361. 
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Present : Lord Robertson^ Lord Atkinson^ Lord Collins, Str 

^ • 
Andrew Scoble and Sir Arthur Wilson, 

ATAR SINGH and others 

• • V, 

THAKAR SINGH. 

[On appeal from the Chief Court of the Punjab.] 

Hindu Jmw — Evidence-^ Deed of sale of latuls^ suit to set aside-^Ancestval 
lands — Onus of proof. 

In a suit by the sons against their father, in a Hindu family, to set aside a 
sale of lands, on the ground that they were ancestral and inalienable, the 
onus is upon the plaintiffs to establish their case that the lands are ancestral 
and not self-acquiretl. 

Where the title of the father was that of reversionary hyir to the late 
admitted owner. A, to show that the lands are ancestral, it must be proved that 
they had come to A, by descent from a lineal male ancestor in the male line, 
through whom the plaintiffs also claim. 

Appeal from a decree of the Ch>ef Court of the Punjab, 
(May 26, 1903) varying a decree of the Court of the District 
Judge of Amritsar (March 30, 1899).* 

The principal question involved in the appeal was whether 
and to what extent a deed of sale executed by Dyal Singh the 
respondents’ father on May 7, 1894, was binding on the respondent. 

The property in suit consisted of land and a house situate in 
the village of Tungbala and seven houses situate in the city of 
Amritsar. They were at one time the property of Sirdar Dhanna 
Singh. On his deathf they passed to his widows. On April 13, 
1879, one of the widows Rajind Kuar made a gift of certain other 
properties to her daughter Khem Kuar, and on October 15, 1891, 
she made a gift of the properties in suit to Gurdit Singh, the 
son of Khem Kuar. 

Dayal Singh was the next reversioner to Dhanna Singh’s 
estate on the death of Rajind Kuar. He had no money and was 
unable to take any action to establish his rights in connecticm 
with tKe above and other alienations of Dhanna Singh’s estate 
made by the widows. After various efforts ending in failure, to 
obtain funds by sharing the property with the lender, he on 
October 27, 1*891, entered into an agreement with the appellant^, 
Man Singh, Kharak Singh and Harnam Singl\, by which he 
agreed to give them “ 6-i6ths share of each and every alienated 
property, for cancellation of the alienations of which a decree may 
be passed by the Courts concerned, in lieu of the expenses which 
may be incurred by the said persons in Courts, the help which 
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they may give and the labour and the time which they may expend 
in the prosecution of the case relating to the said alienations.^’ 
The expenses to be paid were not to include pleader’s fees, 
as to which Dayal Singh on the the same date entered into a 
separate agreement with the appellant Atar Singh, by which he 
contracted to give Atar Singh a 3-1 6th share in each property 
recovered by the exertions of the pleader in lieu of any payment 
for his services. • 

In pursuance of those two agreements, a suit was at once 
brought against Gurdit Singh, and on April 26, 1893, a final 
decree was made by the Chief Court of the Punjab declaring 
that the deed of gift dated the 15th October, 1891, was inopera- 
tive after the death of Rajmd Kuar. 

Kajind Kuar died on April 27, 1894, and on May 7, 1894, 
Dayal Singh executed a deed of sale conveying a 37-64th share 
in the properties in suit, to the appellants and certain other 
members of their family? 


On October i6, 1K97, Thakar Singh and Keher Singh, the 
iniiior sous of Dayal Singh, by their mother acting as next 
friend, instituted the present suit in the Court of the District 
Judge of Amritsar against the appellants and Dayal Singh 
(Defendant No. 8). The plaint alleged that the sale of May 7, 
1894 was for a fictitious price of J^s. 30,000 without any legal 
necessity and in fraud of the plaintiff’s rights as reversioners ; that 
the property purporting to be sold was ancestral property ; and 
that Dajal Singh had no power to sell *he same as he had no 
legal necessity. The plaintiffs prayed that the sale be declared 
not binding on the reversionary interest of the plaintiffs. Keher 
Singh died (•endente lite. 

Dayal Singh, impleaded as a defendant, in his written 
statement supported the plaintiff’s case, and alleged that he had 
l^ceived no consideration, and had executed the deed of sale 


orooertv iiV T pleaded that the 

Lw^r =«Jcestral, that Dayal Singh had full 

power of alienation, and that the alienation was for necessity. 

• 1 he District J udge fixed five issues, of which it is necessary 

to^mention o,ily the following two f. the purpose TS 

defendant 8 ^nd'’rpTaTnt^^^^^ 

a- If It was, was the aUeaation for full consideration a 
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legal necessity, and are plaintiffs bound by the agreement of the 
27th October 1891 and is the same for the benefit of defendarft 
No. 8 and of plaintiffs ? ” 

The District^ Judge delivered hi§ judgment on Match 30, 
1899. He found that the property in suit both in Tungbala and 
Amritsar was not ancestral estate, but fixed a sum of money as 
“ the actual legal consideration constituting necessity,” if the pro- 
perty were to be ^ found ancestral. In the result he made a 
decree dismissing the suit. The part of the judgment of the 
District Judge containing his conclusion and reasoning on the 
first issue, with which their Lordships agreed was as follows : 

“ The history of the village of Tungbala is given in the pedigree- 
table of the Settlement of 1865. It is said tfiat one Dulmi, a 
Jat of the Tung Got, came from Hindustan some fi\’^ hundred 
years ago, and founded a village and called it after the na^ne of 
his Got, Tung. Some one hundred and twenty years after, the 
descendants of Jio (Jabbu ?) and Banija, the sons of Dulmi, 
separated their shares and founded near by a new village which 
they called Tungpain.’’ , 

“The descendants of Malu, the son of Aji and grandson 
of Dulmi, went away to Fattehpur, where they acquired 
property. 

“ The history of Rakh Shikargah shows that Maharaja 
Kharak Singh formed a great game preserve, or hunting ground 
for himself out of lands that he took from the following villages ; 
Vairka, Tung, Nangh, Nowshera and Pandori Varaich, though 
how much was taken from each of the villages is not given any- 
where. Somewhat latter on, Kanvvar Nau Nihal Singh, the son 
of Maharaja Kharak Singh, destroyed the village of Tung, which 
had already been depopulated by its lands being included in the 
game preserve, and laid out a garden there. By that time Sardar 
Dhanna Singh, who had gained power and influence with the 
Sikh Darbar, applied for, and got back all the lands th^t 
plaintiffs’ counsel says were supposed to have belonged to the 
original village of Tungbala, before the same had been incor- 
porated in Rakh Shikargah, as most of the original holders of 
the land had left the village and gone elsewhere, and he founded 
a new village and called it after the name of the old village. 
This village, it is said, is about half a mile from the site of the 
original \fillage, which Prince Nau Nihal Singh had destroyed 
to lay out a garden. The site of the existing village is on a part 
of the land that was includsd in Rakh Shikargah. Now, while 
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it is contended for plaintiffs that Sardar Dhanna Singh founded 
the new village on a part of th*e area of the old village of 
Tungbala, which had been included in Rakh Shikargah, and 
re-took all the land that had belonged to the pld village, on the 
ground that the proprietors were dead or had gone away, and he 
was their collateral and heir \ the defendants on the other hand, 
say that the new village of Tung is on entirely new land, that is, 
land of Rakh Shikargah, and that it is impossible to say if the 
Mte IS part of the old Tung lands or not. That there may be 
uncertainty as regards the site being on part of the old Tung area, 
but as regards the lands attached to the village, there can be 
no ideutification possible, that while it is possible some little 
land of the original village may be included in the present 
village ar^a, the great bulk of it had been acquired from the 
Kakh Shikargah and from certain Vaniak Khatris, Dhillon Jats 
and Labanas, who lived in an old deserted village near where 
the jail IS now , that ucider these circumstances, Sardar Dhanna 
Singh may well be said to be the founder of a new village and to 
liave acquired all the lands' owned by him, which then lost their 
ancestial character, if any part was ancestral. It was argued 
by defendants’ counsel that the act of Maharaja Kharak Singh in 
converting the old village of Tung into a hunting ground had 
the effect of a confiscation of all^ proprietary rights of the 
original pioprietors, and that when Sardar Dhanna Singh was 
allowed to found a new village and a grant of lands was made to 
him by the Sikh Government, this was a^j entirely new acquisi* 
tion, although in the grant made some of the old Tung lands 
m.iy have been included. 


It is to be regretted that I have not been able to come across 
any records throwing light on the refounding of the new village, 
shoiMug what quantity of land of the old village was conferred 
tn the Sardar, what out of Rakh Shikargah was connected 
with old lungbala, and what by acquisition from any other 
village. It ,s conjectured that what was conferred on the Sardar 
must have been his own lands and the lands of his collaterals of 
^ u- some show of right, and I 

[Tf f K " conjecture. It is said that the greater 

became ^ ^ ^ escheated to the British Government and 

land P*^<^Perty, and is now included in the area of the 

there, but 

» Dm said that old Tungbala conjisted of two 
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patties Lashkari and Kathu ; the former was included in 
Amritsar and became nazul * the latter was acquired by Sardar 
Dhanna Singh. This may be true, as it fits in with the idea, 
that the Sardar .would* naturally like to get back what had 
belonged to his collaterals and ancestors, and that the Sikh Govern- 
ment would be willing to give back what had been confiscated, 
and especially when this was no longer required, and when it 
could be shown to have belonged to one who was a Sardar 
and had the favour of the Court. As I have said, this is but 
conjecture. 

The earliest litigation connected with the estate of Sardar 
Dhanna Singh was in 1864, when his widow, Mussammat. Rajind 
Kuar, was sued by Jowahir Singh, and when Patwari Narain 
Mai deposed that Tungbala contained twelve wells as b*elow : — 

(i) Bajewala, (2) Dohatta, (3) Pipliwala, (4) Fattuwalla, and 
(5) Berwala, sunk by the Sardar himself, (6) Dinewala, (7) 
Takhtuwalla, and (8) Bhullarwala, sunk* by Sardar Jit Singh and 
resumed by Maharaja Kharak Singh, and afterwards conferred on 
Sardar Dhanna Singh ; (9) Tarawala and (10) Mehruwala that 
were acquired by Sardar Dhanna Singh from Vaniak Khatris ; 
(ii) well Birwala, acquired by the Sardar from Dhillons, and (12) 
well Chhambwala, which was the only old well of the old village 
of Tung and near which ^Dyal Singh, father of Thakar Singh, 
plaintiff, has his lands. At one time the land was held on 
ancestral shares in the old village of Tung, but afterwards, 
that is, after the founcjing of the present village, possession was 
the measure right ; for, while the other collaterals of Sardar 
Dhanna Singh held 126 ghumaos of land, the Sardar held 1,197 
ghumaos, the share of Dyal Singh, the father of plaintiffs, being 
about 30 ghumaos. The present tenure of the village is bhaya- 
chara. The whole of the village of Tungbala belonged to Tung 
Jats, the descendants of Dulmi, and at the first Settlement of 1852 
the only proprietors were the widows and collaterals of Sardaft* 
Dhanna * Singh and such other persons as had purchased land 
from the widows. The whole village, therefore, practically, in 
Sardar Dhanna Singh’s time, must have belonged solely to him, 
with the exception of 126 ghumaos belonging to his collateralfL 
I have no doubt that Sardar Dhanna Singh must l}ave had some 
land descending to him from Ghaur Singh, (?) the common 
ancestor of Dyal Singh and of Sardar Dhanna Singh, but there 
is no means of ascertaining how much this was exactly. If, 
however, Dyal Singh’s 30 ghuniaos represents the correct 
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a|icestral share, then Sardar Dhanna Singh’s must have been the 
same. This land could rightly be termed ancestral, so far as 
Thakar Singh, plaintiff is concerned. 

“Again, on the principle of Punjab'Record No. 31 of 1894, 
land that Sardar Dhanna Singh got of his collaterals, who were 
absentees, would be governed by the same rules as ancestral land, 
and might, therefore, be classed as ancestral ; it must be held 
that the land that the Sardar got of his collaterals, who were 
absentees, was ancestral ; but unfortunately there are no records 
to show what was the quantity of the land, or where that land 
lb, and so this course of reasoning, though correct, leads to no 
practical result as to deciding how much land is to be held as 
ancestral.”^ • 

“^Again, in the absence of reliable records, or reliable 
evidence showing clearly what was the area of the original 
Tungbala, how much of this was taken up in the Rakh Shikargah, 
and how much joined oil to the City of Amritsar, which became 
iia/ul or Crown lands, and how much was restored back by the 
Sikh Haj to the Sardar, and* whether this was out of Tung lands, 
or out of other lands included in the Rakh, or partly out of both, 
it appears to me to be absolutely hopeless to be able to decide 
that the tiue character of the land is ancestral so far as plaintiff, 
Thakar Singh, is concerned. ” , 

^ A very difficult task was laid on plaintiff to perform, vt2„ 
to prc)ve positively that the land in suit was ancestral. The 
plamiiff h,id coniectures to help him, as I have already described, 
and very reasonable conjectures too — but after all, only conjec- 
tures whereas absolute certainty was demanded. The nature 
ol the Studai s rights in the village was decidedly peculiar ; 
ptinia ftiLU, they were acquired rights, that is, by self-acquisition ; 
tor all individual rights were lost by the confiscation by the 
Sikh K.1J, ami had it not been for the Sardar, the lands then 
t 3 ken would ha\e still formed part of Rakh Shikargah, as the 
other landv of other Milages then included. Under these circums- 
tances, I have come to the conclusion that plaintiff has failed to 
establish affirmativel) that the land in suit is ancestral. I have 
oome to this conclusion the more readily, as the SaMar had 1,197 
k lumaos of land, and all the land has been sold by his widows, 
so Hut what the Sardar got from the common ancestor, Ghaur 
Ningh, and from his collaterals, may well be regarded as included 
in t at sold by the widows, and that the land now in dispute is 
s acquired. It is said, with some show of reason, that the 
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original land of the old village of Tung is that included in 
Chhambwala well where all the Tung Jats have proprietary 
rights, so it might reasonably be supposed that the Sardar’s 
ancestral lands were afeo in the land^ of this well, and, if so no 
part of the lands of this well ig dispute. 

“ I might record here that the defendants’ counsel referred to 
statements made by Dyal Singh’s father, Chanda Singh or Jhanda 
Singh, in the litigaPion of 1864-65, before Agha Kalb Abid Khan, 
Extra Assistant Commissioner, to the effect that Sardar Dhanna 
Singh had acquired the lands in Tungbala, and that this effectu- 
ally concluded Dyal Singh and his son, Thakar Singh, from 
denying the fact contained in the statement. I place no weight 
on this, as I consider that Chanda Singh did not intend to 
differentiate between ancestral and self-acquired land§, but 
merely described what had taken place, viz.^ that the Sardar got 
back the lands that had been at one time taken by Maharaja 
Kharak Singh for his great hunting grou^id.” 

Against that decree the respondent appealed to the Chief 
Court of the Punjab, and on may* 26, 1903 the Chief Court 
delivered its judgment and decided that the property in Tungbala 
was ancestral and that in Amritsar was not ancestral ; and that 
the sum of Rs. 5480-4 was property chargeable as necessity, but 
of that sum Rs. 3500 had b^en received by the appellants. In 
accordance with those findings a decree was made declaring t^at 
the respondent was not affected by the deed of sale dated May 7, 
1894, except to the extent of Rs. 1980, which amount remained 
charged on the land. The following is the material part pf the 
judgment : 

“We therefore proceed at once to what is the main point in 
the case and what has been the crucial point throughout, i.e.^ 
is the property in suit ‘ ancestral ’ in whole or in part in the 
sense in which that term is undei stood under the customary law. 
‘ Ancestral property ’ for the purposes of this suit means property 
which was held by an ancestor who is the common ancestor of 
the parties. In this case, therefore, it would mean property held 
by any direct ancestor of Dyal Singh and of Dhanna Singh.” 

“ Extract* from the remarks recorded on the pedigree-tables 
of Mouza Tungbala at the settlement records* of 1865 and 
1892 — 93 ^re on the record and are printed at pages 14 and I3 of 
the paper book.” 

“ There appears to be no doubt that the village was originally 
founded by a Tung Jat who was the common ancestor of the 
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defendants, D}al Singh and Dhanna Singh. In the pedigree- 
table prepared at settlement, Dyal 'Singh and Dhanna Singh are 
shown as descended from one Harji. No doubt in the Sikh times 
the stronger members of a family got n\ore than their shares and 
we find from the remarks recorded in 1892— 93 that the entire 
land had practically come into the hands of Dhanna Singh. 
Lands given up by other co-sharers and coming to Dhanna Singh 
in virtue of his relationship and of the fact that the land had 
been held by a common ancestor of the absconder and Dhanna 
Singh would clearly be held to be ancestral. Some portions may 
have been derived from other proprietors of their holdings only 
by purchase or simple acquisition in their absence, but the main 
portions would .appear to have been left by the other Tung 
relatives to come into Dhanna Singh’s hands. It is noted in the 
pedigree-table that ‘ Most of the co-sharers of the village being 
in straitened circumstances, absconded or absented themselves. 
Out of the proprietary body Sardar Dhanna Singh alone remained 
in possession of the entire land.’ It would appear, therefore, 
clear that the village had been acquired practically in its entirety 
by Dhanna Singh in consequence of the abandonment of his 
relatives and collaterals. In regard to such land it has been laid 
down in Punjab Record No 31 of 1894 that it should be considered 


ancestral. At page 8X of that judgment it is remarked, ‘con- 
sidering that this was a portion of the family ancestral holding, 
and fell to Sham Singh owing toils abandonment by a near 
relative we think that this portion of the e^ate should be held to 
he governed as regards alienations, by the same rule as that 
which applies to that part of the estate which is admittedly 
ancestral.’ We think that this particular land is not removed 
from the caUgory of ancestral property, merely because it came 
to Sham Singh owing to the abandonment thereof by a near 
relative rather than by simple inheritance. These principles are 
m no way traversed in the judgment in Punjab Record No. 81 of 
1001 which is by a single Judge, the circumstances in that case 
being quite different from those in this. We think, therefore, 
that It must be presumed that the land in Dhanna Singh’s hands 
l^forc the village was evacuated in order that Kanwar Nau Nihal 

^ considered to have 

differentiate between the 

Son Jhth "T co-sharers and the 

Po 1.0ns which may have, in some instances, been purchased. 

appears, however, that Kanwar Nau Nihal Singh - about 
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fifty years ago (t.e. about 1842) caused the village to be evacuated, 

for he intended planting a gilrden there.’ These are the words 1908 . 

> on this point in the pedigree-table of 1892 — 93* It does not Aur^ngh 

appear how far this int^tion was ever carried out, or whether 


the depopulation and evacuation went beyond the village site. 
It appears that when Sardar Nau Nihal Singh wished to start his 
garden, Sardar Dhanna Singh started another village site — abadi 
— on the lands of the hunting ground known as Shikargah and 
that abadi remained as the village site of Tungbala — the old site, 
which had been destroyed or depopulated to make room for the 
garden being included as nazul property in Amritsar. It does 
not appear whether Sardar Nau Nihal Singh ever intended to, or 
ever did, take up the cultivated lands of Tungbala which would 
have made a very large garden. The word used in connection 
with the garden is tamtr which suggests the idea that a walled 
and enclosed garden was intended. The idea was not carried out, 
but the new abadi for Tungbala which Dhanna Singh had started 
remained as the abadi of Tungbala and the old one was incor- 
porated in Amritsar. It does not appear whether or not Dhanna 
Singh was ever dispossessed of any part of the culturable lands ; 
if he was, apparently, they were almost immediately restored 
intact. Some neighbouring villages were destroyed to make the 
hunting ground of Maharaja Kharak Singh, but this was not the 
case with Tungbala, and we are quite unable to find from the 
record that there was any such confiscation and break of owner- 
ship in regard to Tungbala as would bring the case within the 
purview of the ruling in I^am Nundun Singh v. Janki Koer (i). 
Even if the land was taken up by Sardar Nau Nihal SingH for a 
short period, which is by no means established, it appears to have 
beeQ restored intact, and there was no such break of continuity 
as to deprive the property of its ancestral character. We hold, 
therefore, on a full consideration of all the facts disclosed by the 
record that that part of the property must be classedtas ancestral#” 

Th6 appellants, thereupon, appealed to His Majesty in 
Council. But in view of the concurrent finding by the Courts in 
India that the houses in Amritsar were not ancestral, the appeal 
was confined to the consideration of the question, whether tl\e 
land and house in the village of Tungbala were ancestral. 

Mn DeGruyther^ K. C, for the appellants, referred to 
Mayne on Hindu Law and Usage (7th ed.) p. 343 ; Sonu *and 
others v. Loku and others (2) ; and Haidar Khan and others v. 

(I) (1902) 1. u B. 29 Calc. 828. (2) (18811 P. B. p. 2, 
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yaAa>, Khan (i), and contended that the finding of the Chief 
Court that the property situate in Tungbala was ancestral was 
erroneous both in fact and law and that the plaintiffs, as found 
by the District' Judge, failed to prove their allegation. 

I'he respondent did not appear. 

Th<‘ jndt^mont of their LonKhips was delivered by 
Lord Collins This is an appeal from a decree of the Chief 
Court of the Punjab varying a decree of the District Judge of 
Amritsar I'he suit was brought by Thakar Singh and his 
brother, Kehr Singh, minors, by their mother acting as next 
friend, to set aside a deed of sale made on the ytb May 1894 
by their father Dyal Singh to the appellants and certain other 
persons as purchasers, on the grounds that the lands, the subject- 
matter of ‘the sale, were, in the view of the Hindu law, ancestral, 
and that the sale was not necessary, and was for a fictitious 
consideration and in fraud of the rights of the plaintiffs’ father, 
Dyal Singh, as next 1}^'*“ reversioner on the death of the 
widow of Dhanna Singh, the deceased owner. Kehr Singh died 
while the suit was pendivig. The only question in dispute on 
thi'* appeal is, whether the lands were ancestral. The District 
Judge has held that they were not ; the Chief Court has reversed 
his decision and held that they were 

It is not disputed that the onus on this issue is on the plain- 
tiffs, and it is because in the opinion ‘of the District Judge they 
failed to discharge this onus that the suit was dismissed. 

It is through their father, as heir of the above-named Dhanna 
Smgh, that the plaintiffs claimed, and unless the lands came to 
Dhahna Singh by descent from a lineal male ancestor in the male 
line, through whom the plaintiffs also in like manner claimed, 
they are not deemed ancestral in Hindu law Therefore, if the 
plaintifls cannot show that they ^ere not self-acquired lands in 
the hands of Dhanna Singh, the suit fails. Now, as the District 
/udge points out, there is really no evidence that the lands in 
question came to Dhanna Singh by descent at all. There is 
evidence that he acquired some lands in the district by pur- 
chase from the owners, and there is a probability that he acquired 
others by the abandonment of other persons who may have been 
collateral, and, in that way, may have become possessed of lands 
which, by the custom of the Punjab, would be regarded as 
ancestral. But there is no evidence whatever defining the 
boundaries of these portions of land respectively. Indeed, the 

(1) (1902) P. R p. 17S 
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learned Judges of the Chief Court themselves say: “It is 
impossible to differentiate between the portions which came from iaO0b 

relatives and co-sharers and (he portions which m*ay have^ in some AtaT^ngh 
instances, been purcha^d.” But it is*by reason of this impossi- xhaka^flin h 

bility that the plaintiffs failed ito prove their case. The learned — 

District Judge also points out that, since the death of Dhanna Xor d Oot Hm. 
Singh, large portions of the land held by him have been sold by 


his widow, and Tt is quite possible that all the ancestral land, if 
he had any, was embraced in these sales, and that the sale of 
the lands in question embraced exclusively self-acquired lands. 
Their Lordships agree that, when the onus lies, as it does in this 
case, on the plaintiffs in seeking to set aside on such gfounds a 
solemn deed executed by their father, conjecture^ cannot be 
accepted as a substitute for proof. With the greatest respect to 
the Judges of the Chief Court, their Lordships venture to think 
that they have hardly given sufficient weight to this considera- 
tion. Their Lordships agree with the conclusion and reasoning of 
the learned District Judge, and will humbly advise His Majesty 
that the appeal be allowed and the cfecree of the Chief Court set 
aside with costs. The respondent must pay the costs of this 
appeal, except so far as they may have been increased by the 
delay which has taken place in the prosecution of the appeal. 

Afessrs. and [.empriere : Appellants’ Solicitors. 

The Respondent did not appear. 

Appeal allowed. 
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GOPAL LAL SETT and others.* 

Hindu law — ^ Malik^ — Sihehaitship^inheritancpto — Lunatic^ right of inhoritanen 
of-^Dayahhaga^ authority of — Dayahhaga^ Chap. IV^ 8 pc 3, V. 3f 32, 3^^ 
spurioue — Rival wi/e'g »on and davghttr'g 8on,^8tridJain, Ayautuk, 

Where the term ‘Malik’ is usetl ift a will, its precise meaning is to be 
? determined by the context and with reference to the other clauses of the 
document. 

In the absence of any directions to the contrary in the will, the right of 
• Original Suit No. 615 of 1904 on the Origfbftl Side of the High Court, 
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InkeriUDce to the .bebeltship foUo-ee the eape Hne ae the right o£ inheritance 

to hnmovable property. ^ ^ ~ 

In Bengal, insanity at the time when the inheritance falls in, is sufficiefii 

forexcloiion from the succession, even though thclunacy^ay not have been 

congenital ; and where the succession to an office is in question, the duties 
attache<l to which require that the holder* shall be in full possession of his 
senses, Wnacy is undoubtedly sufficient to disqualify a person from succeeding. 

The text of the Dayabhaga by Jimut Vahana cannot be regarded as in 
itself an authority absolutely binding without any regard to the fact whether 
the doctrine prupoundeil in the text has been accepted as a true exposition of the 
Jaw and has Ihjcii sanctioneil by usage, and without any consideration of the ^ 
<|Ufstion whetber a Ncrse relied upon liears on its face the evidence of being 
HpurlouH un<l an interpolation. 

Thf CoUfctor of Madura t Muttu Uamalinqa Sathvpathy (1) followed. 

Verst‘s 3^ and 33*and the words ‘‘of the rival wife” in verse 31 in Sec. Ill 
t)f Chajj IV of the Dayahhagaare interpolations and are spurious. 

The S(jn of a rival wife is not a preferential heir to the daughter’s son in 
the line of succession of the ayantuk stridhan property of a Hindu female. 

The destruction of an imqgc does not destroy the endowment. 

Suit lor the construction of a wHl and declaration of the 


rijfht to shchait-sliip and .suiiplu.s proceeds of income. 

A Special Bench heard this suit in order to avoid an appeal 
to this Court. The relation between the plaintiff and the 26 defen- 
dants in this, suit would appear from the pedigree.* They are atf 
the descendants of one Gobind Chand Bysack. There were 
numerous suits and other proceedings the full details whereof 
are set out in the Judgment pages 374 to 393, and it is un- 
necessary to repeat them here. The arguments of counsel on 
these facts also appear in the judgment at pages 398 to 409. 
The issues which were framed appear at pages 394 to 396. The 
chief point of law argued in this case was whether the son of a 
rival wife was a preferential heir to the daughter’s son in the case 
of ayautuka stridhan, under the Bengal School of Hindu Law.* 
I he arguments upon this question of law appear below. 

I Mr. B. Chakravarti (uith Mr. A. N. Chowdhury J (outhe 
plaintiff. - 


Mr. R. C. Sen f wtth Mr. K. P. Basu J for Gopal Lai Sett. 
Mr. A,,C- Dutt for Gour Hari. 


it/r. isauhar All (u tth Mr. C. C. for Bind ubasini. 

Miller J forShanjlal. 

AB. A. Chawdhury for BaosIHdhar and Dhanukdharrt^ 

Mr. C. R. Das for Nandalal and four others. 

C. P. Hill (with Mr. X /?. Das) for Beharilal Sett. 
« O) («M8» 10 w.^. p. n : 13 Moo. 1. 1. 897. 
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Mr. S. C. Mukerjee for Upendra and three others. 

‘ Mr. P. Roy Chowdhuri for Khoka. 

Mr. N. SaKkar for Kanai Lai Sett. 

Mr. B. Chakravarti—^ rival wife’s^ son is preferred to a 
daughter’s son. See, Dayabhaga, Chapter IV, section 3, verses 
3*1 3^1 33* The word used in *the Dayabhaga is Suta which 
means son of a rival wife. He comes before a daughter’s son. 
I question the authority of Sri Krishna as, it is against the 
Dayabhaga. Shama Charan only follows Sri Krishna. The 
verse 33 is genuine and the old criticism of Srikrishna and 
Achyuta are bad. See Tccncowrcc v. Dinoiiath (i). By parity of 
reason, ^he fact that in the Chapter dealing with the issue of a 
lady, the rival wife’s son is not mentioned, would not exclude 
him The* adopted son is not mentioned either. Yet the above 
case recognises him. See Golap Chandra Sarkar’s Hindu law (2nd 
edition) page 327, (3rd Edition) pages 414-41 5. I rely on the order 


in Vrihaspati s text apart from verse 33* Manu says a lady who 
has no son of her own, but has a son by a rival wife is not 
called issuelcbs V^erse 32 is not challenged as spurious. “ By son 
is meant child of a rival wife ” Golap Chandra Sarkar (3rd Edition) 
page 400. Where there is a conflict between Dayabhaga and Sri 
Krishna, Dayabhaga prevails, See Ram Gopal v. Narain Chandra 
Bandpadhya (2). A step-son by conferring spiritual benefit 
stands on the same footing as a son born of the womb. It is 


against Hindu sentiment that a step-son should oe postponed to a 
daughter’s son who is a stranger to the family. 

Mr C. P /////— On the same point arntra. The doctrine 
of spiritual benefit does underlie succession to stridhan, although 
U is subordinated to, firstly, the wishes of the lady, secondly, the 
wishes of the donors when they made the gift. This accounts for 
the difference between succession to males and to females. That 
some such theory does exist is apparent. See Banerjee on Stridhan 
pige 400. Barren and widowed daughters are admitted because 
they are oflspring, ..... the woman would desire them-to take 
Hence the feeling of natural affection affects the doctrine of 
spm ual benefit. You are to be guided not by archaic texts but by 


(2) (1905) 3 C. L. J. 16, aa. 
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preferred. In Dayabhaga Chapter IV^ section 2, the heading 
given by Colebrooke is not ,in the Original. Section 3 deals 
with succession to childless woman. See the first and last verses 
of the section. Therefore verse 33 is out of place in section 3. 
Verses 9 and 10 of section 2, show tVie struggle of the Hindu 
mind to find a place for sph-itual benefit. Daughter’s son is 
expressly given a position after son’s son. When you come to 
distant heirs, the principle of spiritual benefit is given more 
prominence because natural affection has no place there. Verse 
34 is a continuation of verse 32. Verse 33 is interpolated between 
them. All the commentators put daughter’s son before step-son. 
You cannot ignore modern usage. Collector of Madura v. Muttu 
Ramalinga Sattupatty (i). The text is not genuine. If genuine, 
the usage has been otherwise for 3 or 4 centuries at least. 

Mr, B, C, Mitter^ on the same point : —There is a contiict in 
the Dayabhaga itself, and the unanimous views of all the com- 
mentators explaining the conflict must be accepted. 

See Dayabhaga, Chapter IV, Section 2, verses 9-12 where 
different kinds of daughters are indicated, special words are used, 
e,g, Kumari Duhita, Urha Duhita, Bandhya Duhita, Bidhaba 
Duhita. Verse 10 makes the position of daughters perfectly clear, 
and whether the doctrine of spiritual benefit is applied or that 
of propinquity is applied, the daughter’s son prevails. 

Then, see section III,werses 31-34. Jimuta Vahana is adding 
glosses to Vrihaspati’s text. That text only refers to heirs after 
the husband, and therefore does not deal with the daughter or 
the daughter’s son. Even of those who come after the husband, 
it merely indicates the fact of heirship and not the order of 
heirship. See section III, verse 38. Therefore the Dayabhaga 
does not intend to lay down the order of succession. In verse 
31, we have if they leave no issue.” This would include 
widowed and barren daughters (see the different kinds of 
daughters in section II, verses 9-11). Therefore, if you take the 
verse a^ laying down the order of succession, then daughter’s son 
would be postponed to widowed daughter. , 

In verse 33, the word is aurasa putra ” and “ kanya ” which 
would include barren and widowed daughter. Therefore there is 
a conflict. 

As to the six commentators ; (I) Sri Krishtm says : Firstly, 
a grandson is in fact a descendant, upadista praja, A step-son 
bears the reflection of a descendant, Atidhta praja. Therefore, 
(1) (1868) 10 W. B. 17, 21. 
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on ground of propinquity, a grandson ought to have preference. 
Secondly, (a) pinda offered by a daughter’s son to his grandfather 
is participated, by his grandmother ; ( 3 ) at the parvana sradh, the 
pinda offered to a father by a son is participated by the son’s own 
mother but not by the* step-mother. •Thirdly, the author has 
already said that barren and widowed daughters are postponed to 
to the daughter’s son. Now he says that the ‘ aurasa children ’ 
or issue of the body come before daughter’s son ; therefore, 
barren and widowed daughters take before the daughters. Hence, 
there is conflict in the Dayabhaga. (II) Moheswar says that the text is 
•purious, because otherwise there is a conflict. Hence, the text of 
Vrihaspati does not lay down the order of succession but only 
indicate!^ the fact of heirship. There is a distinction betweenf a 
son and step-son. Son is issue of the body and of the same 
gotra., Step--son is not issue of the body at all. A daughter’s son 
has the element of the issue of the body ” because he is born 
of an issue. Pinda offered by a stepson to his father is not 
participated by his step-mother. (Ill) Athynia says that a daughter’s 
son is upadtsta pra^a. The text of Vrihaspati does not lay down 
the order of succession. Two other commentators (IV^ Sreenatit 
and (V) Ram Bhadrn do not deal with this verse, and (VI) 
Ra/rhttnandana omits this in his Dayatatwa Finally, the modern 
commentators are in my favour. See Dayakrama Saograha 
Chapter 2 section 4 verses 7-8 ; Macrmghten Volume I page 39 ; 
Sh^ima Charan’s Vyavastha Darpana 260 ; Siromani page 590 

Bancrji pages mQ-401 Golap Chandra Sarkar does not^give any 
reasons 

Tho jiidKinont of the (Jourt was as follows ; 

I he present suit is brought for the construction of a will 
executed by Sremutty Bhagabutty Dassi on the 29th May 1841, 

for a declaration that the plaintiff is entitled to the Shebaitshib 

of the endowment created by the will and to the surplus income 
orthe endowed properties and to other reliefs for the explanation . 
and understanding of which it is necessary to set out the follow- 
lug facts and the history of the proceedings which havelieen 
hitherto taken in connection with this will in the Supreme Court 
and afterwards in this High C ojitf. It is necessary to set them 

construction of the will the 

cont.«t between the parties 5 ^ regard to the character and 
effect of these proceedings. 


A. V. 


The annexed genealogy (page 371) which is admitted 


V * 

as correct 
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by all parties shows that one Govinda Chandra Bysack who die^ 
on the 7th February i8io had two wives. The first Kanakmani 
Dassi predeceased him, leaving two sons Radh^kristo Bysack 
and Srikisto Bysack. Ttte plaintiff and defendants 7, 8, 9, 10, ll, 
12, 13, 20, 21, 22 are descendants of this branch of the family 
through Radha Kristo Bysack. The members of this branch of 
the family all bear the family name of Bysack. 

The second wife was Srimutty Bhagabutty Dassi who sur- 
vived her husband and died on the 29th May 1841 after executing 
the will the construction of which is the subject of the preser\}p 
litigation. She had a family of three sons and two daughters. 
Frorri the eldest son Pran Krishna are descended defendants Nos. i 
and 26 through their mother’s father Uday Chahd Bysack, and 
''defendant No. 2 through Uday’s sister Mon Mohini Dasi., De- 
fendant No. 2, of all the surviving members of this branch of the 
family, alone bears the family name of Bysack. Of the other two 
sons of Bhagabutty Dassi, Joy Kristo Bysack became a lunatic 
and died childless, and the other Raj Kristo Bysack died childless 
before the death of his mother. Botli of these left widows who 
survived Bhagabutty but are now dead. 

The eldest daughter Tripura Sundari predeceased her mother, 
leaving a son Radha Krishna Sett, from whom are descended de- 
fendants 4, 5, 6, 14, 15, 16, fc7, 18, 19, 23, 24 and 25. 

The younger daughter Golap Dassi survived her mother apd 
her branch of the family is now represented by Bindu Basini 
Dassi Defendant No. 5 - 

•All the members of the two branches of the family whp are 
now alive have been brought on the record as parties to the pre- 
sent suit ; defendants Nos. 25 and 26 who were left out at first 
having been added on objections being raised to their omission. 

On the 29th May 1841, Sriniati Bhagabutty Dasi who appears 
to have been a pious Hindu lady executed a will and died the 
^ame day. The will which has been translated by the translatoV 
of the Court, the original translation prepared for the Sup/eme 
Cour^eing inaccurate and misleading runs as follows : 

Srt Sri Durga. 

Srimati Bhagabutty Dassi. 

Signature*by mark x 

Of Joy Gopal Siba Thaklj^^ Anandmoye Thakurani (and) 
of Gonal Laiji. 

TOfc the 'worthy of blessings Srijut Wooday Chund Bysack. 
Executed by Srimati Bhagabutty Dassy. 
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This Hukumnama (written order) is to the following effect. 
!, while in the enjoyment of souncf health and in composed state 
of mind, give fchis order. You will carry on the Seva of Sri 
Issar from and out of the profits (inteiest) ofcthe “ Company's'' 
paper which stands in my own name and (as regards) the ancestral 
Seva of Sri Sri Issur you will carry on the Seva of the said hsur 
from and out of the profit of the garden (standing) in His 
(Sri Sri Issur’s) name the garden the village of Sinti, 

named Issur Gopal Lalji’s garden, purchased by ancestor. You 
are to remain as Malik of all Sevas. You will carry on the Seva 
of the aforesaid Issur Thakurani in concert with your step-mother 
Sreemutty Siva Sundari Dassi according to the existing arrange- 
ment of the Soat^a. Furthermore, I have purchased a house at 
Chowringfiee henami in the name of Srijut Radha Kanta Sett. 
From* and out of the profits of these two houses (namely) from 
the profits of the said house from which the Seva of Sri Sri 
fssurji is being carried ©n and (from the profits of) the house at 
Pathuriaghata given by my husband, the Seva will be carried on. 
You will distribute the retnaining amount of profits in equal 
shares amongst these three persons (namely) Srijut Radha Kanta 
Sett, Srnnati (Jolapmoni and Srimati Manmohini. You will 
make payment to the Snjut Rarnjoy Bhattacharjya in the way in 
which it is made to him for the Seva from and out of the balance 
of the interest obtained from the Company’s paper standing in 
my own name that may be left after performance of the Seva of 
hstut, and you will carry on the Sera oi^Issur at the Ghat on 
the side of the river Bhagirattee according to the existing 
provision and you will make payment from and out of (the 
interest on) the said Company’s paper. I have (to pay) costs in 
Court and debts. You will make payments to the persons 
mentioned below. Further, from and out of the profks of the 
two llaitakhana houses which have been purchased in your name 
f|om Srijut Radha Krishna Basak, the pooja of Issuri Saradea 
will be performed. Besides, you will pay to Srijut Jagabandhu 
Mukfiopadhya a sum of Company’s Rs. loo (one hundred rupees), 
for the construction of a house. You as executor will perform 
the abovementioned duties, which I entrust you Mth. To the 
above effect I execute this Will. Finis. Dated the 17th Jaista 
1*48 Sal (corresponding to) the 29th May 1841. 

* Witnesses, 

Sri Srikrishna Basak. 

Sri Ramsunder Basak. 
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Srimati Krishna Kumari Dassi 

*... 1,500 

Puma Chandra 

„ Hard SundSry Dassi 

... 2,300 

Bysack 

V. 

Wooma Sundary tDassi ... 

300 

Uopal Lai Bett. 

„ Apurbamani Dassi 

300 


„ Siba Sundary Dassi 

300 

,Tudgm^Ht, 

„ Mannfohini Dassi 

••• .*^50 


Sri Khetter Narain Basak 

... 100 


Debt due to the Union Bank one draft 

... 2,660 



Co’s. Rs. 8,010 

A sum of Rupees Eight Thousand and ten only. 
Witnesses, 


Sri Srikrishna Basak 

Sri Ram Sundar Basak 

At the time of Bhaggobutty’s dea^h her eldest son Prankrishta 
was dead. He left a widow Shibo Sundary who was his second 
wife, and a son, Udoy Chand Bysack, and a daughter Mon Mohini 
Dasi, who wer^ his children by his first wife. 

The second son of Bhaggobutty, Joy KrishtaBysack, survived 
her, but he had become a lunatic in 1821 and had been declared 
to be so on 7th January 1840 after the issue of a Commission of 
inquiry. ^ 

Bhaggobutty’s third son Raj Kristo predeceased her, but his 
widow Jamuna Dasi was alive at the time of her death. 

Neither of these two sons had any children. 

Tripura Sundari Dassi, the eldest daughter, had predeceased 
Bhaggobutty leaving a son Radha Kanta Sett. 

The younger daughter Golapmoni Dassi was alive, but was ‘ 
the mother of daughters only. t 

It is* not denied before us that the property covered by the 
will executed by Bhaggobutty Dassi was her Ayautuk StriJhan^ 
a contention to the contrary which was at first raised by Kanai 
Lai Sett defendant No. 26 in his written statement not having 
been seriously pressed. It is also not seriously contested that the 
will covered all the Stridhan property of which* Bhaggobutty 
Dassi was* possessed at the time of her death. This was in fact 
found to be the case by the Supreme Court in 1857. 

Under the terms of the will, Bhaggobutty Dassi who appears 
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to have been a highly pious Hindu lady provided for defraying 
the expenses necessary for carrying on the worship of the family 
idols out of the income of her property, which consisted of -a" ^ 
sum of money invested in Government d^romissory Notes 
and of certain houses and othpr landed property. She appro- 
priated the profits of the different properties to decaying in the 
first instance the cost of carrying on the worship of the different 
idols, and specified in the case of two of the pfoperties, namely, the 
house in Chowringhee and the house in Pathuriaghatta, that the 
profits derived from them were in the first instance to be applied 
to the worship of the idol, Ananda Moyi Thakurani. She also 
named the persons amongst whom the surplus was to be divided. 
'Lhey were, Radha Kanta Sett son of her daughter Tripura 
Sundari, *Golapmoni Dassi her youngest daughter, and Mon - 
Mohini Dassi the daughter of her eldest son Pran Kristo Bysack. 

She provided that out of other properties legacies were to be 
paid to certain specified persons and her debts including costs of 
litigation were to be discharged. She constituted her grandson 
(son’s son) Udoy Chand •Bysack the Malik of the Sheba and 
directed that he could conduct the worship of the idol Ananda 
Moyee in agreement with his step-mother Siba Sundari. She 
also appointed him executor of her will in order that he might 
carry out its provisions. ^ 

Udoy Chand Bysack survived his grand mother only a 
little over a year, and died on the 8th July 1842, leaving as his 
sole child an infant daughter, Lakshi Moni Dasi, born in July 
1841. 

* Before his death, Udoy Chand executed a will on the 2nd 
July, 1842. Under this will he appointed as his executors 
Srijut Rama Nath Tagore and Srijut Madan Mohun Chatterjee. 

He directed his executors to make due provision out of his estate 
for the maintenance and marriage of his infant daughter. He also 
•directed his executors to provide funds out of his estate to 
carry on as before the worship of the idols Anan(ia Moyee 
Thakurani, Joy Gopal Jiu and Shiv Thakur which had been 
established by his grandmother, and also gave them liberty to 
increase the allowance for the sheba. He also directed that if 
his daughter bore any sons, those sons on attaining full age should 
tal^e the whole of his property movable and immovable from 
hil executors in equal shares, and should become shebaits of the 
idol, but that if his daughter bore no sons then two good and 
well-disposed persons should be appointed trustees (shebaits) by 
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the executors, and that on the death or resignation of one of the 
persons so appointed as trustees the survivor should have powe» 
to appoint a person as trustee in his place. He also left certain 
bequest^ and legacies. 

The executoi's seerS to have taken charge of the properties 
without objection being raised by any other members of the 
family and to have made arrangements for defraying the worship 
of the idols. 

On the 1 2th June 1846 Radha Kanta Sett, the grandson of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee by her daughter Tripura Suiidary died leaving 
two sons Prio Nath Sett and Rama Nath Sett. Before his death 
he executed a will by which he appointed his widow Shama 
Sundary Dassee and two persons Ramanath Bysack and Madhab 
Chandra Bysack his executors. Shama Sundari alone took out 
probate. 

It has been mentioned already that Kanakmoni Dassee the 
elder wife of Govinda Chandra Bysack predeceased him, leaving 
one son surviving her, Radha Kristo Bysack. Radha Kristo died 
on the 25th March 1846 leaving him ^surviving three sons Tarini 
Chand Bysack, Mohan Chand Bysack and Nirmal Chand Bysack. 

On the 27th August 1846, Golap Moni Dassee the sole 
surviving daughter of Bhaggobutty Dassee filed a bill of com- 
plaint, or as it is also described, an equity suit in the Supreme 
Court of Calcutta. In that»suit she made defendants Ramanath 
Tagore and Madan Mohan Chatterje the executors under Uhe 
will of Udoy Chand Bysack, Mr. Robert O’Dowda, the com- 
mittee of Joy Kristef Bysack the lunatic son of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee, Monmohini Dassee the sister of Udoy Chand and grand- 
daughter (son’s daughter) of Bhaggobutty, Jamoona Dassee the 
widow of Rajkristo Bysack deceased the third son of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee, and Shama Sundary the widow of Radha Kanto Sett the 
grandson (daughter’s son) of Bhaggobutty who was also an executrix 
appointed under her husband’s will, as well also as Ramanath 
Bysack ^and Madhab Chandra Bysack, the executors appointed 
by Radha Kanta Sett in his will. In fact in that suit all the# then 
surviving members of Bhaggobutty’s branch of the family were 
made defendants. The plaint, after first describing the family history 
up to the death of Bhaggobutty Dassee and stating the fact that 
she died possessed of certain stridhan property, proceeds to recite 
that Bhaggobutty Dassee executed a will on the 29th May *1841 
and sets out the will in extenso. It then asks for a full dis- 
covery of all the property of which Bhaggobutty died possessed. 
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It then proceeds to set out the family history after the death of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee pointing out how the property left by her 
had come into the hands of the executors of Udoy Chand, and 
seeks a discovery of the charges and expenses necessary for 
carrying on the worship of the idols provided for in the will of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee. It then proceeds to set out that the oratrix 
Golapmoni Dassee as the sole surviving daughter of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee is entitled to all the stridhan property left by Bhaggobutty 
which did not pass under the will executed by her. It points out 
that there is no residuary clause in the will and therefore the 
oratrix is as heir under the Hindu Law entitled to any residue 
that may be found to exist. The right of Bhaggobutty as a 
Hindu 'female to make an absolute disposition of her immovable 
stridhan property is denied^ and the validity of the endowment 
and bequest made by the will is disputed. It alleges that Bhaggo- 
butty died possessed of properties in excess of those covered by 
the will, and in order to ascertain whether this was so or not, 
seeks for an order on the defendants to answer 22 interrogatories 
which are set out. It prays that the rights of all the parties 
interested under the will of Bhaggobutty may be ascertained and 
declared, that the several religious and charitable bequests and 
bequests of the surplus under the will may be declared to be void 
and of no effect, that the oratrix be declared entitled as sole heir 
to succeed to all the properties of Bhafggobutty Dassee not covered 
by the will, that the Master of the Court be directed to take an 
account of all the properties belonging to the estate at the time 
of Bhaggobutty^s death and of the income derived from them 
since, her death, and after ‘Mn a due course of administration- 
deducting necessary expenses to pay funeral expenses and to pay 
off debts and also to pay legacies, the balance may be ascertained 
an paid to the oratrix, that in the meantime a Receiver to the 
estate be appointed, that the executors under the will of Udoy Chand, 
us d<^nv^tive executors to the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee, 
irec ® ring the estate of Bhaggobutty into Court, and be 
restrained by an injunction from defraying any further charges 

referrI!7r”^-^fK” charitable and religious bequests 

includpH ^ ahenating any of the property 

included mthe estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee. 

SetfardIU 1S46, the executors of Radha Kanto 

admitting mL 

comnlaiift thev^ri*^! statements of feet set out in the Bill of 
oniplamt they <ii3clmmed U ktiowled^ of the amount or value 
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of the property left by Bhaggobutty Dassee at her death, or what 
amount had been spent on carrying on the worship of the idols. 
They denied that they had received from Udoy any share of the 
surpiu% from the rents of the two houses, one in Chowringhee 
and the other in Wthunghatta as bequeathed to them under the 
terms of the will. They submitted to the decision of the court 
the determination of the questions raised in the 17th and 22nd 
interrogatories, whether the complainant was the sole heir of 
Bhaggobutty and, as such, entitled to the whole or the residue of 
her estate, and whether the will executed by Bhaggobutty was a 
good and valid disposition of all her property. They denied 
generally they were necessary parties to the suit and Madaii 
Chandra Bysack set up a further ground that he was not a neces- 
sary party as he had neither taken out probate of the will of 
Radha Kanto Sett nor had intermeddled with his estate. • 

On the 13th March 1847, Romanath Tagore and Madan 
Mohun Chatterjee executors under the will of Udoy Chand put 
in their written statement. In this, while admitting generally 
the truth of the facts as set out in tl^e bill of complaint they say 
Udoy Chand after succeeding to the property of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee under her will so mixed up her property with his own that 
they, his executors, cannot distinguish the property which came 
to him under the will from his other property, except in so far 
as the property is described in the will itself ; they left it to the 
Court to decide whether the complainant as a sonless widow Vas 
entitled as sole heir to succeed to the Stricihan property of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee, but in reply to the 22nd interrogatory they 
asserted that the will of Bhaggobutty on a true construction was a 
good and valid testamentary disposition of all the property of 
which she died possessed and that no part of the property was 
left undisposed of. In reply to the i6th interrogatory they ad- 
mitted that so far as they were aware Udoy during his lifetime 
had not paid to the complainant or to^Monmohini or to Racyia 
Kanto -Sett the surplus profits, if any, of the two homesteads, 
namely, the one in Chowringhee and the other in Pathuriaghatta. 

On the 7th May 1847, Jamoona Dassee the widow of Raj 
Kristo Bysapk the third son of Bhaggobutty Dassee died leaving 
no children. 

On the loth September 1847, a decree was* passed by the 
Supreme Court referring the case to the Master of the Count for 
enquiry and for report, (i) what property movable and immov- 
able Bhaggobutty Dassee died possessed of, and from what sources 
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it came to her, (2) what portion of these properties came into the 
possession of Udoy Chand as executor under her will, and what 
passed afterwards to his executors, (3) what part, if any, of the 
properties were disposed of by Udoy during his lifetime or Jby his 
executors after his death, and what had b&ome df the proceeds, 
(4) to take an account of the oatstanding personal estate and 
eiV:ts of Bhaggobutty the testatrix and of her debts and funeral 
expenses, and (5) to advertise the creditors of the estate to come 
in and present their claims before a fixed date and to prove their 
debts. 

The decree then gives the following directions, which are 
important for the purpose of this case that the master is (6) 
to enquire and report what religious ceremonies had been per- 
formed during the lifetime of the testatrix and what had been 
contintred after her death, and (7) also to enquire and report 
who would be a fit and proper person or persons to execute and 
perform such of the religious trusts in the said will mentioned as 
are still capable of being performed.” 

1 he case was before the ^Master from the loth September 
1^47 to the loth November 1857 when he submitted his report. 

It is not necessary to go through all the proceedings before 
this oflTicer which appear to have been very protracted* The follow- 
ing facts in connection with those proceedings are, however, im- 
portant as bearing on the arguments •which have been advanced 
behfre us by the different parties. 

On the 4th Kebruary 1848, the executor of the estate of 
Moiiniohini Das.ee throiiRh his solicitor stafed that he did not 
intend, to attend the proceedings any more as he was interested 
only in a share of the surplus profits of the two houses in Chow- 
nnghee and Pathuriaghatta. 

On the iHth November 1848, the Master issued notice to the 
committee of the lunatic Joy Kribto to attend the proceedings as 
representing the lunatic ^ 

On the 3rd June 1850. Joy Kristo the lunatic died leaving no 
childrtn but a widow Harasundary. 

Dass^e rfi A ^^^ober 1851, the complainant Golapmoney 
a^id Kri r three daughters, Chand Kuniari, Hara Kumari 

uL “■ her death, nobody appears to have 

nisiiyssed on the 30th June 1853. 

were revived on an 
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Kumari and 
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Hara Kumari, the third daughter Kristo Kumari having in the 
meantime died. 

On the 1st February 1855, the Master directed that Lukshi- 
mone^ Dassee daughte# of Udoy Chand should be made a party, 
as representative of her fatjier, and on the 8th March 1855 her 
husband Nabin Kissun Sett was appointed guardian adlitem for 
her in those proceedings, and he through his attorney was pre- 
sent at the rest o^the meetings before the Master. 

The report of the Master of the loth November 1857 was to 
the following effect. 

After setting out the real (or immovable) properties left 
by the testatrix Bhaggobutty Dassee, all of which c«me into 
the hands of Udoy Chand after her death under her will 
and afterwards into the hands of his executors, he gwes an 
account of the personal property or movables which also came 
into the possession of the same persons, and finds that Rupees 
53961 10 annas is due to the estate of Bhaggobutty from the 
executors of Udoy, and gives a list of the jewels and ornaments 
which were dedicated by the testatilx to the idols Ananda Moyee 
Thakurani and Sri Gopal Jiu, and which, since her death, had 
come into the hands of Udoy and his executors. He reported 
that the will covered the whole of the property of the testatrix, 
that it was her stridhan wjjich she had acquired at different times 
after her nuptials according 'to the usages and customs of^the 
Hindus by divers gifts, donations and presents from her husband 
and that she had fulkpower to dispose of it all by her will. 

Dealing with the question of the religious ceremonies and 
the arrangements to be made for their continuance, he reported 
that during her life time, Bhaggobutty Dassee performed all the 
ceremonies at an expense of Rs. 327 i-i annually, and that since 
her death Siba Sundari Dassee, the step-mother of Udoy Chand, 
had been performing the same religious ceremonies both during 
Udoy Chand’s life-time and since his death and had received ftie 
sum of Rupees two thousand three hundred and eighty^ three 
annas, eleven pies annually from Udoy Chand, and after his 
death from his executors, to cover the expenses of carrying them 
on, and he fdhnd “ that the said Srimutty Siba Sundari Dassee the 
step-mother of the said Udoy Chand Bysack is.a fit and proper 
person to execute, perform, and keep up, all the religious ^trusts 
in the said will of the said testatrix mentioned,’’ and that all the 
ceremonies were still capable of being performed. He further 
bund that the profits of the real property and the interest on 
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the sum of Rupees fifty-three thousand nine hundred and sixty one, 
anna one, in Company's promissory notes should be paid monthly 
to Siba Sundari, and the jewellery should be made over to her. 
He further found that under her will Bhaggobutty Daslee had 
directed that the surplus out of the profits of the two houses in 
Chowringhee and Pathuriaghata remaining after performance of 
worship of Ananda Moyee Thakurani should be divided equally 
among Radha Kanta Sett husband of the •defendant Syama 
Sundari Dassee, Golap Moni Dassee (mother of the defendants 
Chand Kumari and Hara Kumari) and the defendant Monmohini 
Dassee, that Rs. 4,266-12-3 was due on account of such surplus 
from the executors of Udoy Chand, that that sum was included 
in the Rs. 5 396 wo due by them to the estate and that Radha 
Kanta Self had received Rs. 425 and Monmohini Rs. 2283 
annas 1 3 and pies 4 on account of their shares in the surplus. 

The report was laid before the Chief Justice and two Judges 
of the Supreme Court, and on the 14th December 1857 a decree 
was passed. After setting out the substance of the order of 
the Court of the loth September 1847 and the report of the 
Master, the decree notices that the cause had been heard and 
debated in the presence of counsel for all the parties excepting 
(i) Jamoona Dassee, after whose death her representatives had 
not been brought on the record (2) Monmohini Dassee, a legatee 
under the will, and (3) the executrix and executors to the estate 
of Radha Kanta Sett also a legatee under this will, his widow 
Shama Sundari and Ramanath Bysack, all of# whom through their 
solicitors expressly asked the Master not to serve them with further 
summons to attend proceedings before him. The decree then 
proceeds to declare that the real properties mentioned in the 
schedule attached to the report of the Master and belonging to 
the estate of the testatrix are in the possession of the executors 
oTf Udoy Chand, who are derivative executors of the estate of 
tli% testatrix, together with the sum of Rs. 53961 in 
Company’s paper ; and decrees that they do wifhin 12 
months pay over to the Accountant General of the 
Court the sum of Rs 531^91 to be placed to the credit of the 
causes ; and directs that a reference be made to the Master to 
take an account of all sums received by the two executors since 
1st I^artic 1263, The decree then proceeds to declare Shiba 
Sundari Dassee to be a fit and proper person to execute and 
perform and keep up all the religious trusts in the will of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee mentionedi out of the profits of the real 
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estate and the interest on.the Rs. 53,691 ; and orders the two 
executors to deliver over before the 15th March 1858 to Shiba 
Sundari Dassee all the jewels, gold and silver ornaments, and 
utensils, which wftre dedicated by Bha^gobutty Dassee for the use 
of the idols. Further, the decree declares that the surplus of the 
produce of the house in Chowringhee and of the house in 
Pathuriaghata, left after defraying the expenses of the worship 
of Ananda Moyee*Thakurani, should be paid, one third to the 
representatives of Radhakanta Sett, one third to the represent- 
atives of Golap Moni Dassee, and the remaining one third to 
Monmohini Dassee during her life time and to her represent- 
atives after her death. The decree further directs that it be 
referred to the Master to report what would be a sufficient sum 
to be set apart out of the proceeds of the houses in Chowringhee 
and Pathuriaghatta for the worship of Srigopal Jiu (apparently 
Ananda Moyee Thakurani is meant) and to appoint a fit and 
proper person to be receiver of the rents of the real property 
belonging to the estate ; and orders that the receiver so appointed 
shall after deducting his commission and charges pay over the 
balance to Shiba Sundari Dassee “ to be applied in the performance 
of the trusts of the willof Bhaggobutty Dassee.” The decree further 
declares that there is due to Chand Kumari and Haro Kumari 
daughters of Golap Mani as* her one- third share of the surplus 
profits of the house in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta the sum 
of Rs. 1,422-4-1 and to Shamasundary and the executors of the 
estate of Radha KantS Sett Rs. 997-4-1, and that Rs. 361-9-6 has 
been paid over to Monmohini Dassee as her share of the surplus. 
Lastly, it directs the Accountant General to pay the costs of the 
suit out of the Rs. 53691 in his hands, then to pay the sums due 
to the persons just mentioned as their shares of the surplus, and 
lastly, to pay the interest on the balance remaining in his hand^ 
monthly to Shiba Sundary Dassee during her natural life till 
further orders of the Court to be applied in the performance of 
the trust*s of the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee. It concludes.with 
the reservation that “ the decree is to be without prejudice to 
the right if any of Haro Soondary Dassee who has not been 
served with notice of the hearing” ; Haro Sundary it is to be 
observed was the widow of the lunatic Joy Kristo Bysack. 

A mgnth after the passing of the decree and before^ it 
could be carried into effect Shiba Sundary Dassee died, on thd 
14th January 1858. 

Ther^afier the executors to Udoy’s estate applied to the 
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Court to appoint a fit and proper jaerson to execute, perform and 
keep up, all the religious trusts mentioned in the will of Bhaggo- 
bulty Oassee, and on the 5th June 1858 an order passed 
that a reference should be made to the*MasteV to enquire and 
report who is a fit and proper* person. The referring order 
vas in fact drawn up on the 3rd August 1858 and in addition 
to the above directed the Master to ascertain what amounts 
IMoy’s executors had advanced to Shiba Sunflari for the purpose 
of performing the shcba of the idols, and then to credit to them 
those sums as payment of the interest due from them on the 
Ks ^3,691. 

Meeiinfis were lield before the Master on the 8th and 13th 
September i8?H, and the Master directed that notices of the 
prote^-dniRs should be Riven to every one interested in the endow- 
ment whether entitled to rank as shchatts or not, and in accordance 
with that direction notices were issued to sixteen persons. Hara- 
kuniari and her sister ani 3 the executors of Udoy Chand were already 
parties u, the proceedings The sixteen persons included every 
...ember of the family of (iobinda Chandra Bysack then alive 
helonging to the branches created by the children of his two 
wives In those notices it was stated that the Master would con- 
Mder the right ot all parties claiming to act as trustees in the 

Er 1 We " Bhaggo- 

H ib ttv7r"‘°" death of 

M..cst.on' but s[ r 7 decide this 

pedigree and the T “ ^°"*‘dering the 

.opinion that oft I - of 

i-H.chedfo; personal' b”l 

'hem, Tarim. Mohon and Nirm'Il ' 

grandsons (son's sons) of the co-wife of BhaggobuUy**"'”"* 

P-'ies he appea,; to 1 f of the 

--ife Tarini, MohaVand N'" 

the report which was h . 7* preferential heirs. 

«' -S-h April .ss, s, 

“ghten as Master, it was siLT'^"“™® *"®®®®ded Mr. Mac- 
’ ^'"'P'y that Tarini Charan 
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Bysack, Mohan Chand Bysack and Nirmal Chand Bysack were 
fit and proper persons to ex^ute, keep up aud perform all the 
religious trusts. 

On the 7th June 1859, the report was laid Cefore the Court, 
and Counsel fcfr the* parties were* heard. The report was 
absolutely confirmed, and theb Court declared that Tarini, Mohan 
and Nirmal named in the report were fit and proper persons to 
execute, perform, and keep up all the religious trusts mentioned 
in the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee. Order was also passed on the 
Receiver to hand over the jewellery and utensils belonging to 
the idols to those three persons and to pay them the balance of 
the profits of the real property monthly dtiniif^ their uatuud 
lives or until the further order of the Court. It wa^ further 
directed that the order was passed without* prejiylice to the 
rights, if any, which the persons declared entitled to the surplus 
profits of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta under 
the decree of the 14th December 1857 might have therein. 

On the 6th July i860, the Registrar of the Court reported 
what sum was due to the estate from Ramanath Tagore and 
Madan Mohan Chatterjee, executors of Udoy’s estate, after taking 
an account of the sums received by them on account of the 
profits of the property covered by the will and of the disbursements 
made to Udoy and by them under the terms of the will. On 
the i8th February i86i,*they were both relieved from their 
duties as executors to Udoy Chand’s estate. , 

On the 1st September 1876, Gopal Lai Sett, defendant No. i 
in the present suit, irfctituted a suit No. 560 of 1876 in the High 
Court at Calcutta which had succeeded to the old Supreme; Court 
on its abolition, against Tarini Charan Bysack, Mohan Chand 
Bysack, and Nirmal Chand Bysack who under the order of the 
Supreme Court of the 7th June 1859, had assumed the manage- 
ment of the endowed properties. Kanai Lai Sett, his brother, 
defendant 26 in the present suit, was made a proforma defendant. 
Kanai Lai Sett was born on the 6th October 1856, and tfie 
plaintiff on the 22nd January 1859. The plaint of thaX suit 
after setting out all the previous history of the proceedings in 
connection with the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee proceeded in para 
25 to state th*at “ under the circumstances aforesaid, plaintiff sub- 
mits that he is entitled to conduct as shebait tiie sheba of the 
religious trusts constituted by the said Bhaggobutty Dassea, the 
defendant Kanai Lai Sett (his brother) being entitled to act as 
co-shebait, and the plaintiff further submits that as such shebait 


Civil. 

191 ) 8 . 

Puma Chandra 
Bysack 
r. 

Uopal Lai Sett. 


Judgment. 



m 


TBE CALOdff a law JOWINAL. 


[VoL. VIII. 


Civil. 

PttrnA Chandra 
il/Mck 
r. 

Oo|>al Lai Belt. 




or co-shebait he is entitled to the custody of the properties dedi- 
taSed to the said shebas," And in para. 27 it states “The 
plaintiff submits that no adjudication was ever made or sought 
to be made as to the right of shebait in the suits hereinbefore^ 
mentioned and he further ’submits that no adjudication of his 
rights was possible in the said suits as he was not a party 
thereto." The plaint goes on to state that Tarini Charan, Mohan 
Chand and Nirmal Chand pretended to be owners of the trust 
properties, though in fact they were only trustees temporarily 
appointed, and prayed that the rights of the plaintiffs and of 
Kanai Lai to the shebaitship be ascertained and declared, and that 
Tarini, Mohan and Nirmal, be directed to make over to them the 
idol’s jewels and ornaments and to file an account of the trust 
funds from the 7th June 1859 up to the date of suit, and that all 

funds &c., due to the trust properties be handed over to the 
plaintiff. 


Tarini Charan, Mohan Chand and Nirmal Chand filed a 
written statement in which in/er aha they alleged that the ap- 
pointment made, under the jvill of Bhaggobutty Dassee, of Udoy 
Chand as manager of the trust properties for the purpose of 
having the religious ceremonies of the idols duly performed was 
merely a personal one, that no member of the family was entitled 
directly to worship the idols, but that under the will Udoy Chand 
W.IS empowered simply to provide, for tmd superintend the per- 
formance of the worship, that he acquired no heritable right or 

title to the endowed properties, that he had no power under his will 
to appoint Gopal Lai Sett and Kanai Lai Sett^is grandsons, unborn 
at the time of his death, asshebaits of the endowed property, that 
I’doy Chand’s family was fully represented in the proceedings before 
the Supreme Court which terminated with the order of the 7th 
June 1850, by which the three defendants were appointed she- 
taits of the idols, that they the defendants left it to the Court to 
dsfermine whether their appointment was temporary or not, and 
they denied the right of Gopal Lai Sett and Kanai Lai Sett to 

the shsebaitship as claimed in the 25th and 26th paras, of Gopal 

S plaint. ^ 

The suit was dismissed on the 28th May 1877 op the ground 

' 00 locus stanrii to sue the defendants. It 

3*1* ^ Shebaitship 
undV the will of Udoy Chand, that at the time of Udor Chand’s 

Lakhim"on-^h" brother were born, their mother 

Lakhimom being then only a year old, that no bequest to a person 
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unborn at the time of the testator's death could take effect, (and 
in support of this view the cas« of Tagore v. Tagore (i) was re- 
^ ferred to), and therefore that under the will, Gopal Lai and Kanai 
Lai toolfc nothing. Lakhimoni was the sole heiress of Udoy Chand 
and stood between* the pfaintiff Gopal Lai and his brother Kanai 
Lai and the succession. It was* stated that though Lakhimoni 
was willing to relinquish her rights in favour of her sons, it was too 
late at that stage to^allow her to do so. It was further held that 
as Lakhimony had been a party to the previous litigation, Kanai 
Lai was bound by it, and that it was doubtful whether, though 
Gopal Lai was not a party, his interests were not sufficiently re- 
presented though he was born only six months before the final 
decree of the 7th June 1859. 

Mohan Chand By sack died in November 1879,. and after 
notice had been given to the surviving parties in the previous 
litigation and after hearing Counsel, the High Court on the ist 
March 1880 passed an order recording the fact of his death and 
directing that the Receiver do pay to Tarini Charan and Nirmal 
Chand, as the surviving trustees, the rents and profits of the real 
properties belonging to the endowment in his hands and ordering 
the Comptroller General of Accounts &c. to pay to them the 
interests on the monies belonging to the same estate which were 
in deposit. 

On the 1 6th September *1881^, Hara Kumari Dassee daughter 
of Golapmoni Dassee instituted a suit against Tarini Charan and 
Nirmal Chand, making also defendants Monmohini Dassee, the 
grand-daughter of Bha|fgobutty Dassee and sister of Udoy Chand, 
and Pria Nath Sett and Rama Nath Sett, the great-grandsons of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee, sons of Radha Kanto Sett. The suit was for 
her share in the surplus profits of the two houses in Chowringhee 
and Pathuriaghatta which had been left to them by Bhaggobutty 
in her will, the proforma defendants being co-legatees under the, 
same bequest ;she further claimed as one of the beneficiaries under 
the trust.created by the will of Bhaggobutty to be entitled to call 
for an account from Tarini Charan and Nirmal Chand of Jtheir 
dealings with the properties. It was prayed that the suit be 
treated as supj^lemental to the previous suit brought by Golap- 
moni and Chand Kumari. There was also a prayer for the removal 
of Tarini Charan and Nirmal Chand from their office as trustees. 

A wriUen statement was filed by Tarini Charan and Nirmal 
Chand in which for the first time in para. 6 a claim is put forward 
(1) (1872) 9 B. L. B. 377 ; L. R. 1. A. t)up. 47 ; 18 W. R. 859. 
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on their behalf to be heirs-at-law of Bhaggobutty Dassee as grand- 
sons of the co-wife. It is not distincily stated, however, over what 
other heirs they had a preferential right. They denied that there 
was any surplus from the profits of the two houses to which the 

plaintiflf could lay any claim. * * 

The proforma defendants supported the plaintiff. 

On the 23rd May 1882, a decree was granted by Wilson J. 
in favour of the plaintiff. It was ordered that the suit should be 
treated as supplemental to the previous shit in the Supreme 
Court. The trustees were ordered to render accounts and to pay 
to the plaintiff any share of the surplus out of the profits of the 
two houses which might be found due. On the 22nd July 1882 
an order was passed on the defendants to file a state of facts and 
that the epquiry*be referred to the Registrar. 

On the 19th January 1886, Tarini Chand died, and on the 
'^oth January 1886 an order was passed apparently by the 
Registrar substituting for him his son Nakoor Chand Bysack as 
his representative m the suit. 

On the 8th or nth May 1885, one of the idols was stolen and 
was afterwards discovered in a disfigured and broken state. It 
has been suggested, but the suggestion has not been pressed, that 
this destruction of the idol had the effect of converting into 
secular property the property which had been endowed for the 
worship of the idol. If authority ,were wanted to controvert 
tins contention, it is to be foumf in Chapter XIV of page 441 of 
the Treatise on Hindu law by Golap Chandra Sarkar Sastri and 
the 'I'e.xls 7 to 10 given in the same Chaptft" to which he refers. 
'Fhc .image or idol is merely the symbol of the Deity, and the 
(diject of worship is not the image but the God believed to be 
inanifesl in the image for the benefit of the worshipper who 
cannot conceive or think of the Deity without the aid of a 
jierceptible form on which he may fix his mind and concentrate 
his atlention tor the purpose of meditation. If the image be 
cracked, broken, mutilated or lost, it may be substituted by a new 
one duly consecrated The argument has not however been 
seriously pressed 

On the igth July 1886, an application made by Nirmal Chand 
the sole surviving trustee for payment of the profit of the 
trust property Bto him alone was dismissed. 

•On the i2lh August 1886, on an application by Haja Kumari 
Dassee after notice to Nirmal Chand, Nakoor Chand and others, 
and after hearing counsel, an order was passed directing that a 
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reference be made to the Registrar to enquire and report wljo 
would be a fit and proper person to be associated with Nirmal in 
the execution and performance of the religious Crusts contained 
in the will of Bhaggobirtty Dassee. 

Proceedings seem to ha^Je gone on before the Registrar till 
the 6th March 1887 when he recorded a note to the effect that 
Nakoor Chunder Bysack was a fit person to be appointed with 
Nirmal as trustee.* On the 29th March 1888, Lakhimoni was on 
her application made a party to the proceedings. On the 29th 
March 1888, the Registrar/ecorded a fresh note to the same effect 
as that of the 6th November 1887, and on the 15th September 
1888 the Registrar submitted a report to the effect that* Nakoor 
Chander Bysack was a fit and proper person to be associated with 
Nirmal Chand as trustee subject to his giving security. On the 
6th December 1888, the report was laid before the Court and 
discharged, and a fresh enquiry was ordered. 

From the minute of the learned Jtidge, Trevelyan]., who 
passed this order, which does not appear to have been recorded 
quite correctly, it seems that he was bf opinion that the Supreme 
Court by its order of the 7th June 1859 did not intend to confine 
the shebaitship to the descendants of the co-wife of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee, as the Registrar in making his selection seemed to believe, 
and a fresh order was issued to the Registrar “ to select from all 
the members of the family that 'are descendants of Gobind Chand 
Bysack either by Bhaggobutty or Kanakmani.” 

On the 7th Juite 1889, the Registrar made a fresh report to 
^ the effect that Lakhimonee Dassee, the daughter of Udoy Chand, 
was a fit person to be associated with Nirmal Chand as trustee, 
and on the 29th July 1889 it was ordered by the Court that 
Lakhimonee Dassee be appointed a trustee. It was further 
ordered that all the costs of the parties were to be paid out of 
the trust properties and funds. 

On the nth November 1889, Lakhimonee Dassee died, afid 
on the 9th December 1889, a fresh reference was ordered by the 
Court to the Registrar to enquire and report who was a fit and 
proper person to be associated with Nirmal Chand as trustee. 

On the 3rd April 1890, Kara Kumari died. 

On the 6th May 1891, the enquiry before the Registrar 
/ commenged. On the 27th June 1891, he recorded a note, apd on 
the 1 6th July 1891, he submitted a report recommending^ that 
Gopal Lai Sett, one of the grandsons of Udoy Chand, was a fit 
person to be associated with Nirmal Chand as trustee. On the 
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2yd November 1891, the report was confirmed, and Gopal Lai 
Sett (defendant No. i in this suit| was appointed trustee of the 
endowment in Association with Nirmal Chand. It seems however 
that from that date up^ to to the present tune, Gopaf Lai has 
never discharged any of his duties as trustee. 

The following dates are also important for the purposes of 
this suit. 

On the iHih June 1896, Haro Sundar’, the widow of the 
lunatic Joy Krishto Bysack died. 

On the nth June 1900, Nirmal Chand the last of the three 
trubtees appointed by the Supreme Court died. Since his death, 
no one .has been looking after the trust. 

On the 1st August 1904, the present suit was filed, and on 
the 24th November 1905, the original plaintiff Puma Chandra 
Bysack, one of the grandsons of Nirmal Chand Bysack, died. 

In order to complete the history of the previous proceedings, 
It IS necessary to go back to the suit brought by Hara Kumari 
against Tarini Charan and his co-trustee for a third share in the 
surplus of the two houses which was referred to the Registrar 
for enquiry on the 22nd July 1882, and to notice how it was 
finally disposed of. On the 15th March 1888, after prolonged 
proceedings before the Registrar and the submission of several 
reports, it was declared by the Court that the amount of money 
received by Tarini Charan Bysack and his two co-trustees from 
th 5 7th January 1859 to the 19th January 1886 was Rs. 1,10,248 ; 
that the sum of Rs. 86,212 had been expanded on ^ the worship 
of the Thakoors, leaving a balance of Rs. 24036. Out of this 
balance, Rs. 17? 187 was declared to be the surplus profits of the 
properties devoted to the worship of Thakoorani Ananda Moyee, 
and Rs. 6849 as the surplus income derived from the property 
set apart for the worship of Issurjee Gopal Thakur, and Nirmal 
Chand Bysack was directed to divide the latter sum between the 
parties then entitled to in the proportions mentioned in the 
decree of the Supreme Court of the 14th December 1857 ; and 
on tffe 28th March 1889, an order was passed directing him to 
payRs. 1141-810 Bolye Chand Sett and Sham Lai Sett, the 
executors of Preo Nath Sett, being i-6th share of Rj. 6849. 

It is to be observed that in this order of the Court the error 
was confirmed which had crept into the decree of the Supreme 
Court of the J4th December 1857 by which the Thakoor Sri 
Gopal Jew was by mistake substituted for the Thakur Ananda 
Moyee Thakoorani as the idol, the worship of which was to be 
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defrayed in the first instance from the profits of the two houses 
in Chowringhee and Pathoorfeghatta. 

^ On the 20th February 1890, a further order was passed 
directing the Receiver to^open separate^ accounts of the profits 
of the two houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta set apart 
for the worship of Thakur Gopaiji (Ananda Moyee Thakurani)^ 
and after paying all necessary costs, fees and expenses and after 
paying to the trustees Nirmal Chand and the person to be 
associated with him the sum of Rs. 77 monthly to be applied 
for the worship of the Thakur, to divide the balance into six 
equal parts, of which two were to be paid to Hara Kumari 
(as representing the branch of Gopalmoni Dassi), one to Bolai 
Lai Sett and Sham Lai Sett, one to Ramanath Sett (these three 
persons representing the branch of Radha Kanta Sett), and two 
to Rajnarain Bysack son of Monmohini Dassee, (one oT the 
original legatees). All costs of the proceedings were ordered to 
be paid out of the trust estate. , 

It does not appear, however, that there has been any division 
of the surplus since the order was passed. 

Meanwhile, as we have been informed by the Counsel for 
the different parties, the ^um of Rs. 53961-10-0, the sum 
invested in Government paper as part of the endowed property 
and out of which under definite orders of the Court the costs of 
the parties to previous litigation has been paid, has dwindled 
down to about Rs. 17000, 

The principal reliefs claimed in the present suit are : 

(1) That the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee may be construed and 
ii^ .the rights of all parties thereunder with regard to the Shebait- 

ship and surplus income may be ascertained and declared. 

(2) That the plaintiffs right to the shebaitship be declared 
either singly or in conjunction with the other heirs of his 
father Nakoor Chandra Bysack, or in conjunction with them and ’ 
the heirs of Mohan Chand Bysack and Nirmal Chand Bysack. • 

(3) That it be declared that the defendant Gopal Lai Sett 
has no right in the Shebaitship or in the surplus income. 

(4) That it be declared that Radha Kanta Sett, Golap Dassi 
and Monmohini Dassi, if entitled to the surplus income at all, were 
entitled during their lifetime only and that their heirs and 
representatives had no right to it. 

7 (5) Th^t an account be taken of the expenditure incurred 

for the performance of the trusts of the will since the last account 
was taken. 
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(6) That the balance found outstanding of the real pro- 
perties and out of the sum of Rs. 53961-10 be paid over to the 
plaintiff. • 

(7) That it be dedared that th^ defendant Gofial Lall 
Sett never acted and is not a, fit and proper person to act 
as a trustee. 

(H) That in case of doubt as to persons rightly entitled 
to the Shebaitship, a fit and proper person be^ appointed by the 
Court and 

(0) That, if necessary, a scheme may be formed by and under 
the direction of the Court for the due performance and execution 
of the trusts of the Will. 

For the shebaitship, there are in the present suit three 
different sets of claimants, the interests of the members of each 
set being substantially identical, though in one set the plaintiff 
is to be found with several of the defendants. The first set 
including plaintiff covers all the members of the branch of the 
family of the co*wife Kanak Moni Dassi. The second embraces 
all members of the brandh of the family descended from Pran 
Krista Rysack, the eldest son of Bhaggobutty Dassee. The third 
includes all the descendants of Radha Kanta Sett, the grandson, 
ilaughter s son, of Bhaggobutty Dassee. Each of these sets claims 
the whole of any general surplus exclusive perhaps of the surplus 
of the profits of the two houses in Chowringhee and Pathuria- 
Kh.it ta The descendants of Monmohini Dassee, Radha Kanta 
Sett and (/olap Moni Dassee claim to be^entitled under the will, 
each branch to a one third share of the surplus profits of these 
two houses 


I he main question in dispute between the parties appear 
from the following issues for trial which have been framed at the 
^ request of the different Counsels : 

^ (r) Who were Bhaggobutty’s heirs ? 

«. II construction of Bhaggobutty’s 

or i^iTv P * position ? Was he a trustee;ora Shebait 
or an e.xecutor only ? 


•Iripbyllu'la”’’'’'''''""'’'’”'"' »“ Sheb.it. 

> Je'i bta sil- ”■< *•* •S. 


v,-; What 


the idols w« k''"* f regard t 

""'t “ fonhbpurpo. 

PCf'orming the worship, or a Shebait ? 
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(6) If Shiba Sundari was a Shebait, of what idol or idols was 

she Shebait ? • • 

(7) On whom did the Shebaitship devolve on Udoy Chand’s 
death ?♦ 

• • • 

(8) What was Joy Krishto Bysack’s mental condition at the 
time of Bhaggobutty’s death f Was he by reason of lunacy 
permanently excluded from the succession ? 

(9) Was Joy Kristo incapacitated by lunacy from succeeding 
to the stridhan of his mother or was he incapacitated from suc- 
ceeding as Shebait ? 

(10) Has the right to the Shebaitship ever been determined, 
and if so, when and how ? 

(11) Were the several orders made in the suits referred to 
in the pleadings, orders merely appointing trustees to.the Sheba, 
and what was the effect of the appointments ? 

(12) Is Behari Lall Sett or are any of the descendants of 
Radha Kanta Sett bound by, and if so by what, orders passed in 
those suits in relation to the endowed property ? 

(13) Is the question of the distriJ)ution of the surplus income 

of the two houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta rc^ 
judicata. • 

(14) Does Bindubashini as administratrix of the estate of 
Haro Kumari, so far as it is stridhan., represent the line of Golap 
Moni Dassee so far as the mher^tance to the share of the surplus 
income of those two houses is concerned ? if not, who is entiHed 
to the share ? 

(15) Did BhaggoT)utty dispose of all her stridhan by her 
will ? if so to whom ? 

(16) Is Gopal Lai entitled to be a vShebait ? 

(17) When did the succession open to the Shebaitship 

(18) Were any of the properties mentioned in the will of 
Bhaggobutty originally granted to her by her sons Joy Kristo^ 
Pran Krishna, Radha Krishna and Jamuna Dassee, widow of I^aj 
Kristo, and if so what persons are now entitled to them ? 

(19) How far was Shibo Sundari associated with the service 
of any idol except Ananda Moyee Thakurani ? 

(20) Wlyit are the Thakurs, the service of which is dealt 
with in the^ appeal ? 

(21) What are the specific directions with regard to any one 

of these Thakurs ? \ 

(22) How far, if at all, is the plaintiff or the sons of Nakoor 
Chand Bysack estopped by the statements of Nakoor Chandra 
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Bysack in his deposition before the Registrar in the suit mentioned 
in the thirteenth paragraph of the written statement and statement 
of facts filed on*the 14th February 1888 and the ist March 1889 ? 

(23) Are the defendants 7 and 8 entitled to the expanses of 
the Sheba from the 19th January 1886 up to date ? 

(24) Was Nirmal Chandra Bysack, the father of defendants 
7 and 8, the legal representative of Joy Krishto Bysack after the 
death of Haro Sundari Dassi, the widow of Joy Kristo, and are 
the present defendants now on the death of Haro Sundari entitled 
to the sheba as heirs ? 

(25) If Shiba Sundari was shebait of only Ananda Moyee 
Thakurani, did the right to the shebaitship of that Thakur 


open out on the death of Shiba Sundari, and are defendants 7 
and 8 now entitled to those rights ? 

{26) Is the plaintiff in possession of the movable properties 
of the Thakurs ? What are those properties and who are now 
entitled to them ? • 

In dealing with these issues we have to take into consider- 
ation the following main pofnts : 


What was the nature of the previous suits instituted in the 

Supreme Court and the High Court, and what was the effect of 

the decisions in those suits, or, in other words, did the Court 
treat those suits as suits for the administration of the estate of 
the deceased Bhaggobutty Dassee or as suits for the construction of 
the will and determination of the trusts, if any, created under it ? 

Did the Court in those suits finally: determine in which 
branch of the family the right of inheritance to the shebaitship 
of the endowment vested, supposing that any endowment was 
created by the will, and did the Court finally decide the rights 
of the various members of the family to shares in the surplus 
profits of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta ? 

If there has been no construction of the will and deter- 

iLination of the rights of the various members of the family to 
the property co^ered by the will, or under the endowmem, if 

an> created by the will, or to the surplus share of the profits of 

the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta, what is the proper 

p^ttr? ” 

enforcin7^^^^^^ *^heme for 





Vot. Vllt.] HIGH OO0Et. 

How should the costs of^the present litigation be met ? 

There can be no doubt that the immediate outcome of the 
litigation up to the present date has been ruinous to the proper- 
ty, whether it be •trust property or not, covered by the will. 
The costs of the litigation vdiich have been ordered to be paid 
out of the estate have reduced the capital sum invested in 
securities from Rs. 53)^91 to about Rs. 14,000, and from the 
date of Nirmal ChRnd’s death on the nth June 1900 the wor- 
ship of the idols has been entirely neglected. 

We have already noticed that the parties ranged as plaintiff 
and defendants in the present suit fall into three main groups, 
and as the members of each group adopt with sontfe slight 
modification the same arguments, it will be convenient to set out 
these three series of arguments. At the same time, any special 
line, adopted by any special member of any group, will be 
noticed. 

The first group consists of the oViginal plaintiff, his two 
brothers Atul Chandra Bysack and Gagan Chandra Bysack, 
defendants Nos. 20 and 21, and his* nephew Khoka, defendant 
No. 22. These are all the surviving descendants of Tarini 
Chand Bysack. With these are associated defendants Nos. 9, 
10, II, 12, 13, the grandsons of Mohan Chand Bysack and 
defendants Nos. 7 and 8 the^two surviving sons of Nirmal Chand 
Bysack. The two latter advance a case of their own in additjon 
to that put forward on behalf of the plaintiff. This group, it is 
to be observed, includes all the surviving descendants of Kanak 
Moni, the co-wife of Bhaggobutty Dassee. 

The second group embraces the surviving descendants of 
Pran Kristo the eldest son of Bhaggobutty Dassee. They are 
Gopal Lai Sett,'defendant No i, and his brother Kanai Lai Sett 
defendant No 26, the grandson of Udoy Chand, and Gour Hari 
Bysack, defendant No. 2, the grandson of Monmohini Dassee. The 
claim of the last mentioned is confined to a share in the surpiBs 
profits of the two houses. ^ 

The third group covers all the descendants of Radha Kanta 
Sett, the grandson of Bhaggobutty through her daughter Tripura 
Sundari. Tfiey include the sons and grandsons of Pria Nath 
Sett, defendants Nos. 4 and 14 and Nos. 15, i^, 23, 24, and 
25 and (he widow of Rama Nath Sett defendant No. 5, and his 
son defendant No. 6 and three grandsons (defendants Nos. 17, 18 
and 19). They claim an interest in the surplus as well as a right 
to the shebaitship of the endowment. 
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Lastly, there is defendant No. 3, Bindubashini Dasi the 
granddaughter of Golap Moni Dasi/ the daughter of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee, who claims an interest in the surplus profits of the two 
houses only. , • r * 

The case of the plaintiff and the members of his group is as 
follows The property of which ‘Bhaggobutty died possessed and 
which was disposed of by her will was her ayauUtka stridhan and 
the will covered the whole of her stridhan prqperty. This ques- 
tion was finally decided by the Supreme Court by its decree of 
the 14th December 1857. The suit brought by Golap Moni in 
the Supreme Court, whatever its form may have been, was in fact 
a suit fqr the construction of the will, for the determination of 
what properties, were covered by the will, for the decision 
whether any, and if so, what, trusts were created by the will, 
and what were the rights of the parties under these trusts, and 
thus involved the determination of the question in whom the 
right to the shebaitship. had vested. The endowment was in 
fact a family endowment existing prior to the death of Bhaggo- 
hutty. She carried on the worship of the idols, and in her will 
provided for the continuance of the worship. There was no 
distinction between the idols— the vvorship of all was joint and its 
cost was defrayed out of common funds Under the terms of 
the will, Shiba Sundari was in fact appointed the Shebait of the 
idol, Udoy Chand being appointed' Manager of the endowed 


properties and executor under the will for the purpose of carrying 
(Hit Its terms and of supplying Shiba Sundari with the necessary 
funds to meet the cost of carrying on the worship of the Thakurs. 
Though Shiba Sundari was in the will mentioned in connection 
with the worship of Thakurani Ananda Moyee only, she was in 
Ut constituted the shebait of all the idols as there was no attempt 
made m the will to allot the profits of the different properties 
Ho each of the idols separately, as the worship of all was carried 
jointly, as there were no separate accounts, and the shebait 
of one must have been the shebait of all. The right of Shiba 
Sundari to the shebaitship was finally determined by the Supreme 
Court in that suit. The succession to the shebaitship opened out, 
therefore, only on her death in 1858, and the right of inheri- 
tance to a shebaitship followed the same line as .the right of 
inheritance to immovable property. At that time Tarini Chand 
B> 9 ack, Mohan Chand Bysack and Nirmal Chand Bysack the 
gran sons of the co-wife of Bhaggobutty were the preferential 
cirs. The son of the co-wife is under the Hindu Law a prefer- 
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ential heir to a daughter’s son, and therefore the sons of Radha 
Kanta Sett, who was then dfead, had no right to the shebaitship. 
The right of Tarini, Mohun and Nirmal to the .shebaitship was 
finally •determinc^jd by Jthe Supreme .Court by its decree of the 
7th June 1859, and that decided everything connected with the 
trusts created by the will except only the right to the surplus 
profits of the two houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghata 
which was specially reserved. The suit brought by Gopal Lai Sett, 
defendant No. i, in the High Court on the ist September 1876 
asserting his right to the shebaitship was dismissed on the ground 
that he had no /ocus i^tandi and had the effect of confirming the 
order of the Supreme Court of the 7th June 1859. 

As to this argument it must, however,, be observed that 
Gopal’s claim to the shebaitship was based on the will of Udoy 
Chand, and it was held that he had no locus standi to p\it for- 
ward any claim under the will as he was not born when Udoy 
Chand died. 

Further it has been argued that the suit brought by Kara 
Kumari Dasi on the 1 6th September. 1881 was supplemental to 
the suit brought by Golap Moni, and that in that suit all she 
claimed was her one-third s*hare of the surplus profits of the tw(^ 
houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghata. The orders passed • 
on her application, made on the 12th August 1881 in that suit* . 
that fresh trustees should be dissociated with Nirmal Chand, a^ 
his two brothers were then dead, could not have the effect* 
re-opening matters decided by the Supreme Court by its decrepij 
of the 7th June 1859, nor could they go behind those orders. 
The order of the 29th July 1889 appointing Lakhi Mofti the 
daughter of Udoy Chand joint trustee with Nirmal, and, after 
her death, the order of the 23rd November 1891 appointing 
Gopal Lai Sett to be joint trustee must therefore be regarded as 
temporary orders passed for limited purposes only and not aps 
re-opening or re-determining the question of the right •of 
succession to the shebaitship. Such orders passed on mere 
interlocutory applications could not displace a decree solemnly 
delivered after due trial on full materials and hearing of parties. 
Gopal Lai Sett, since his selection and appointment, had failed to 
discharge «ny of the duties of a shebait, and must be rejected 
as unfit for the office. 

In £he suit brought by Hara Sundari the order pass^ on 
30th January 1886 after the death of Tarini Chand, substituting 
his son Nehai Chand as his representative, could only have been 
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passed on the assumption that Tarini Chand’s title as shebait 
vws definitely settled. In that suit, Tarini and Nirmal in their 
written statements asserted that they were heirs to Bhaggobutty 
as grandsons of the co-wife in preference to all other members 
of the family then living, which included the sons of Radha 
Kanta Sett who was the daughtbr’s son of Bhaggobutty, while 
Pria Nath Sett, the son of Radha Kanta, merely claimed to be 
entitled to a share in the one third share of the surplus profits 
of the two houses which was left by the will to his mother 
Tripura Sundari. Up to the 23rd May 1882 when the order 
was passed by Wilson J. on the suit of Hara Sundari, no 
attempt had been made to impeach the proceedings of the 
Supreme Court, the subsequent suits being brought as supple- 
mental to that suit. 


It has further been argued on their behalf that it is im- 
possible now to contend that there was no endowment, that the 
property was all secular, and that the succession opened on the 
death of Bhaggobutty. Such a contention was not advanced 
before and in the face of the decision of the Supreme Court 
cannot be maintained. It is also impossible to contend that 
under the terms of the will, no shebaU at all was appointed, as 
cle.u ly Udoy Chand and Shiba Sundari were mentioned as the 
persons who were to carry on sheba ; or that there was an 
absolute appointment of Udoy carrying with it a heritable right 
as Udoy was directed to carry on the sheba with the consent of 
Shiba Sundari ; or that there was a personal appointment of those 
two persons with regard to the ivorshi'p of Ananda Moyee 
rhakuram alone as no distinction was made between the 
two Idols or direction given as to the amount to be devoted 
to the worship of each; or that the appointment of Udoy 
w.as a personal appointment of him alone as Shiba Sundari 

i h Shiba Sundari, because it was expected that he would 

ffied r* I k ‘he worship. WJren he 

d ed, »he shebaitship devolved on Shiba Sundari. After her death 

L fZrr X «»!.» Ntaal 
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Dinonath Banerjee and others (i). We may observe, however, Civil, 

that in the case referred to, the point did not arise* and an opinion 1908 . 

is merejy expressed by the Judges that it was covered by the purua^audr 

Hindu Law of Inheritance. It is argued that the text of the Bysack 

Dayabhaga is to be preferred to the opinion of Sri Kirshna who, Gopal Lai bcti 

as noticed in the case of Rim Gopal Bhattacherjce Narain 

Chandra Bandopa^hya (2), differs in more points than this from Judgment, 
the Dayabhaga. 

It was further argued that the shebaitship was heritable in 
the same way as other immovable property. The right could not, 
therefore, have passed under the will of Udoy to his grandsons 
who were not born at the time of his deaths as the ruling in 
Tagore v. higore (3) is applicable to a hereditary ‘office (see 
Guana Sambanda v. Vein Pandaram (4). 

On the deaths of Udoy and Shiba Sundari, the shebaitship 
reverted to the heirs of the testatrix, [see. Gopal Chnndcr Bo^e v. 

Kartiek Chnndcr Dcy (5)] and they were Tarini, Mohan and 
Nirmal the grandsons of the co-wile. • 

Defendants Nos. 7 and 8, the representatives of Nirmal’s 
branch of this group of the ‘laniily, though relying on the case 
set up by the plaintilT, put forward a fresh case of their own, 
which IS as follows. When Bhaggobutty died in 1841, her son 
Joy Kristo was alive, thou^i h»had become a lunatic in 1826. 

On his father’s death Joy Kristo inherited hia share of the 
ancestral property. ^Uso his brother Kaj Kristo having died in 
1821, and his brother’s widow Jamoona Dassee having died in 1847, 
a suit on his (Joy Knsto’s) behalf was brought by his committee 
on the nth October 1847, for a share of his brother’s property. 

To this the representatives of the different branches of the family 
were parties, and it was decided in his favour on the loth July 
1849. His lunacy was not congenital, and therefore did not bar* 
him from succeeding as preferential heir to the property left 
Bhaggobutty Dassee ; see Murarjt v. Parvati Bat (6). His title to 
the shebaitship passed to his widow Hara Sundari in 1850 on his 
death, and on her death in 1896 the right passed to Nirmal Chand, 
his brothers Tarini Chand and Mohan Chand being then dead. 

On the deatbof Nirmal, the right passed to his heirs, defendants 
Nos. 7 and 8. , 

^ It was also pointed out that the Supreme Court in its decifee 

(1) C186.») 3 W. H. 49. (2) (1905) 3 C. L J. 15 (22.) 

(3) (l«72) L. R. I A 8u|)p 74. 

(4) (1899) L. K. 27 1 A 69 ; I L U. 2.J Mvl 271. 

(5) (I902i I. L. R. 2J Calc. 716. (6) (1876) I L. U. 1 Bj.a. 177. 
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of the 7 lh June, 18591 expressly stated that as the widow of the 
lunatic Joy Krteto had not been served with a notice of the suit 
and had not appeared, her rights were not affected by the, decree. 

It was further contended that defendants Nos. 7 and 8 were 
entitled to be recouped the money spent after 1886 by their 
father Nirmal Chand. 

The case set forward by the second group which includes 
Gopal Lai Sett defendant No. i and Kanai Lai Sett defendant 
No. 26, the grandson of Udoy Chand Bysack^ is as follows i 

(A) Either there was no dedication, partial or complete, under the 
will of phaggabutty of her properly to the idols for the purpose 
of carrying on the worship. The will merely created a series ot 
trusts on (he property, the beneficial interest in which vested on 
her death in her heir Udoy Chand. The lunatic Joy Kristo and 
the sonless widow Golap Mom had no right to succeed as heirs. 

(B) Or there was a complete dedication, in which case the shebait- 

bhip vested in Udoy Chand absolutely and passed to his heirs. The 
use ot the e.\pression Malik oj the Sheba' indicated that the 
testator intended to convey to Udoy Chand an absolute title as 
shebait. In support of this latter ’contention, the cases of Lalit 
Mohun Sinj^h Roy v. Chukkan Lai Roy (i) of Mii^mmut Kollany 
Rtoer V. Luthmcc Per^had (2) and of Guana Sambanda v. Vein 
Pandaram (3) aic relied on, as alco MJyiie’s Hindu Law (7th edition) 
paragraph 5^5. (C) Or assuming that there was a complete 

dedication, the whole of the rights to the property did not pass to 
the idol, but the founder retained a right to appoint a shebait on 
the death of the incumbent of the office or to resume the 
property if the dedication failed, and therefore, if Udoy was 
appointed for lite, his heirs would be entitled to come in as 
shebaits, and in support of this view the case of Gopal Chundcr 
lio^e V. Kartuk Chundcr JJey (4) is relied on. Tnis last coiiten ■ 

*tioii we may say at once cannot be accepted. In the circumstances 
assumed, on Udoy s death the right to the shebaitship would pass 
to the heirs of Bhaggobutty, not to the heirs of Udoy. (D) It is 
also contended that Shib^ Sundari was merely a co-adjutor or 
overseer [see the case of Biojo Chundcr Goswamt v. Raj Kumar 
(5)], and as such she had no title to the shebuitship. This 
view it is suggested is supported by the fact that she was not 
nfade a defendant in the suit brought by Golap Moni,"and she was^ 
selected by the Supreme Court, on the report of the Master, only 

(0 (IW) I L. U. S4 Calc 834 ; L. H. 24 1. A. 76 

(2| (1875) 24 W. H.325. 

(3) (1889) L ft. 27 1. A. 618 ; 1. L ft. 21 Mail 271 

(I) (19021 U L ft. 88 Calc. 719. (5) (1801) 6 C. W. N. 310. 
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as a fit and proper person to carry on the worship of the deities 
under the trust, • 

The suit brought by Golap Moni was to asoectain the scope 
of the# will and what properties were dealt with by it and also to 
secure due administration to her estate. All questions relating 
to the construction of the will were reserved by the Supreme 
Court in that case, and the preliminary decree merely gave direc- 
tions to the Mas^pr to enquire into certain questions of fact for 
the purpose of a due administration of the estate. The Master 
was not required to decide the rights of the parties, and in fact 
he had no power to decide such questions, and in his notes of 8th 
March 1859 Tarini, Mohan and Nirmal are suggested as fit and 
proper persons to conduct the religious services ia accordance with 
the trusts, “ if duly vouched for personally by people who are 
^ wellacquainted with them.” Clearly, he did not intend to deter* 
mine the rights of the different parties to the shebaitship but 
to mention persons who were fit to carry on the worship tem- 
porarily, pending the disposal of the proceedings and the determi- 
nation of the rights of the parties (see Danieirs Chancery Practice 
7th Edition 850). 

The fact that in the suit brought by Kara Sundari the son 
of Tarini was brought on the record as his representative after 
his death could not be taken to support the contention that 
Tarini was accepted as the shebait by right of inheritance. 
In fact in that suit Tarini and Nirmal were charged with wrong- 
ful misappropriation ^f the profits, and it was on that account 
that Tarini’s son was substituted as his representative after his 
death. If the other view were correct, why were not the heirs 
of Mohan brought on the record on his death ? 

Further, the state of facts filed by Lakhi Moni on the 23rd 
April 1888 and her subsequent appointment as shebait go to show 
that the right of inheritance to the shebaitship was not determined* 
by the Supreme Court in 1859 ; also the order passed by Trevelyan J. 
on the 23rd November 1891 sending back to the Registrar the 
reference for enquiring to select proper persons for the shebait- 
ship and his subsequent order ap||pinting Gopal Lai Sett after 
receipt of the Registrar’s report, support the same conclusion. 

The cast of these defendants therefore is that the succession 
opened on the death of Bhagabutty Dassee, that Udoy Chand then 
succeeded lo the shebaitship and that Gopal Lai and Kanai "Cral 
IS his heirs are now entitled to the office, and to the manage- 
nent of the endowed properties. 
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On behalf of the brother Kanai Lai Sett, a question was 
suggested whether the properties covered by the will of Bhaga- 
butty Dassee •were her aynntnk Stridhan or whether the will 
embraced all her property^ It was not however pressed. 

On Kanai’s behalf it was also ^argued that the profits reserved 
for the worship of the idols constituted a small portion only of 
the entire profits of the properties covered by the will. Elaborate 
calculations in support of this contention were made shewing as 
the result that the balance after defraying the worship would 
come to something less than Rs. 500 out of an income of 
over Rs. 4,000. It was, however, contended that the effect of the 
will was not to create a valid endowment, but merely to charge 
the properties specified therein with certain trusts for the wor- 
ship of the idols The property therefore remained secular and 
passed hv the ordinary line of descent to Udoy Chand on the 
death of Rhaggabuttv, and after Udoy’s death to his heirs. 

In response to the argument that the endowment was created 
prior to the will, it was argued that the Master’s report only 
indicated that Bhaggahutt}* carried on the worship and defra^^ed 
the exp'^nses out of her own property but that' would not be 
sufficient to constitute an endowment ; see Rnm Perahnd Do!iS 
Adhiharte \ Srrrhutre Adhiknt ce 

In opposition to the contention that the bequest of the share 
in the surplus profits carried the rtglit to the corpus of the property, 
reli.nire was pl.icerl on the cases of Ashtitosh Dntt v. Piirsi^a 
dint <1)1 C/hiftt'ijrr (2), Siitnidra I\('shnh v. JDoor^'a Simdart 
(x), Sofiii/f/ii /ivstfrk' y Srrnimttv Y ^^J^stffsontidrcc IJnsscr 
It was also contended that the testatrix by declaring in the will 
that I doy was to be Malik of the Sheba intended to confer on him an 
absolute and heritable title to the shebaitship, and in support the 
case of Rafnanati Fthaduri v Katxnyam Dnhee was relied on. 

It was l.astly contended that the failure of Gopal Lai in his 

previous suit could not bar him from recovering in the present 
suit. Jn that suit he claimed as legatee of Udoy. In this* suit he 
claims bv right of inheritance. 


Gourhari Rysack, defend^t No 2, who has been included in 
this group, in fact confines his claim to a share in‘ the surplus 
profits of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriafehatta, and 

relief on the decree dated the 15th March 1888 in the suit of 

• » 


(P (1«72) W R. a99 

Ikoi! i‘ S 1' .*■ '82 : 1 I- R 8 43‘1 ; 5 r. L R 29B 

M T L''" : > R R in rnio bis ' 

<4l (18?9) 8M, 1 A 6h. (S) (JOOO) 1. I, R. 27 Calc. 619 
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Hara Kumari and the order of the 20th February 1890 directing 
the payment of ^th of the* surplus to his father Rajnarafn 
Bysack. As Tarini, Mohan and Nirmal had aij opportunity of 
being Iteard in th^t case^ the question so far as their descendants 
are concerned \sres fttdicnia. In support of this contention the cases 
of Shvatna Charan Bmiciji v. Mrinmayi Debt (i) and of Dost 
Muhammad Khav v. Said Bcgam and others (2) are relied on. 

The third group includes the two branches of descendants of 
Radha Kanta Sett, the daughter’s son of Bhaggabutty Dassee. 
They are defendants Nos. 4, 5, 6, 14, 15, 16, 17, i«S, iq and 24. 
Their case is that the dedication of the properties to the idols 
was made by Bhaggabutty Dassee during her life time and that no 
endowment was created by the will. All that tJie will purported 
\ to do was to give directions declaring the various properties out 
of the profits of which the worship of the deities was to he kept 
up and to appoint Udoy Chand as manager of the properties. 
In carrying on the worship of Anand<i Moyee Thakurani, due 
deference was to be paid to the wishes and advice of Sbiba Sundari 
Dassee, but that direction had not th^ effect of constituting her a 
shebait. It is not correct to say that the expenses of the wor- 
ship were to be defrayed from one common fund The will 
contemplated the appropriation of the profits of different pro- 
perties for the expenses of the worship of the different deities 
and the keeping of separate ^accounts. The appointment of 
Udoy as manager of the properties and as executor of the will 
was purely a persona^ appointment and conferred no right of 
inheritance on his heirs. 

The scope of the suit brought by Golap Moni was not fora 
construction of the will and a determination of the rights of the 
parties under the trusts, created thereby, but to recover the whole 
or a part of the property left by Bhaggobutty Dassee on the 
ground that she was the preferential heir and that Bhaggobutty 
had died intestate, or that the will, if valid, did not cover tHe 
whole of the properties of which she died possessed and that 
Golap Moni was entitled to the residue. The suit was one for 
administration of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee for the pur- 
pose of securfng to Golap Moni her rights as heiress. She had 
no interest^ in the management of the endowment so as to seek 
mp in that suit for a construction of the will for the piirpqse of 
^ determining who were the persons entitled to the management. 
At most all she could ask for, in the event of the will being held 
(1) (1902) T. L. R. 31 Calc 79. (2) (1897/ I. h. R 20 All. 81. 
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to be valid and to cover the whole of the Stridhan of w^hich 
Bhaggobutty died possessed, was a /construction of the will so far 
as it dealt with the surplus profits of the houses in Chowringhee 
and Pathuriaghatta, and to secure the appointment of /rustees 
for the purpose of enabling her to get her share of that surplus. 
In such a suit the determinatiofi of the right of the various 
claimants to the shebaitship could not have been in issue. All 
the Court had to look to was that fit and proper persons were 
appointed to carry out the trust for the purpose of enabling the 
plaintiff to obtain the relief she claimed. 

The decree passed by the Supreme Court in 1859 had the 
effect of determining only (i) what properties belonging to 
Bhaggobutty’s estate were in the hands of the derivative executors, 
(2) that there was due from Udoy’s estate to the trust the sum 
of Rs* 53, 60 1, (3) that the derivative executors should pay that 
sum to the receiver, (4) that an account should be taken of the 
receipts and disbursments by the executors after the death of 
Udoy in respect of the properties covered by the trust, (5) that 
Shibo Sundari was a fit and .oroper person to carry on the religious 
ceremonies provided for by the trust, and (6) that the surplus 
profits. of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta were to 
be paid, one-third to the representatives of Radha Kanta Sett, 
one-third to the representatives of (^olap Moni and one-third to 
Monmohini during her life-tin\e and to her representatives 
alttr her death. 


I he facts, that a receiver was appointed, that the trustees 
were appointed for their lives or until further orders, and that 
the cesis in the suit of all paities were ordered to‘ be paid out 
of the estate of the deceased, all indicate that the suit was treated 
throughout as an administration suit, and no attempt was made 
in It either to construe the will authoritatively or to determine 
finally the rights to the shebaitship as between the various 
njembers of the family. 

1 he fact that Joy Kristo Bysack was a lunatic was sufficient 
under the Hindu Law to disqualify him from inheritance to the 
shebaitship. It was not necessary that the lunacy should be 
congenital to disqualify for an office, the duties of which could 
no e ischarged by a person who was not sane. , Whatever 
may be the case’in Bombay, it has been held in Bengal that insanity 
at the time the inheritance falls in is sufficient to e.xclude. 

and*Nirmal 

were ht and proper persons to be appointed trustees, which was 
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confirmed by the Supreme* Courts could not have the effect of 
determining their right to the shebaitship. Such a question 
could ^nly have been decided by the Court judicially on evidence 
taken before it. *The tftle now set forwaid, based on the conten- 
tion that the sons of a co-wife ^re preferential heirs to daughter's 
sons, was never advanced till Nirmal mentioned it in his state of 
facts in 1888, and he then suggested as a proper person to be 
associated with hfm as trustee, Babu Gour Das Bysack, a retired 
Deputy Magistrate who was not even a member of any branch 
of the family of Gobind Chand Bysack. Clearly he never con- 
sidered that the right to the shebaitship had been finally decided 
by the Supreme Court. 

As regards the relative rights of the daughter’s sgn and the 
son of a co-uife to succeed to the simihan of Bhaggobully 
Dassee, it has been argued that the doctrine of spiritual benefit 
IS not the only matter to be taken into consideration. The 
wishes of the person whose property it was, as also the wishes of 
the persons from whom she received the property by gift, have 
to be taken into consideration in determining the question ol 
inheritance to stncikan property. I'he instincts of natural alfec- 
tion are allowed to have influence, and all authorities agree that m 
determining the line of succession, prominence should be given 
to the issue of the lady herself^ i,c. sons, grandsons, etc., : t^ee 
Banerjee on Sti'idhan first edition page 416, as also the lists of heirs 
as given in Shama Charan’s Vyavastha Darpana at page 263). 

Further, it is argued that the verse of the Dayabhaga 
on which the plaintiff relies is spurious and an interpolation. 
Chapter IV section 3 in which it occurs deals with childless 
widows, and verse 33 is entirely out of place with the context. 
Further, it contradicts Chapter IV section 2 verses ii and 12. 
And thirdly, it is not referred to by the older commentators. 
It is first mentioned by Srikrishiia. For two centuries the feiw 
had been otherwise, and the arguments of the plaintiff that the text 
of the Dayabhaga of Jimuta Vahana must be taken to be genuine 
and authoritative and the opinioij^of commentators ignored is 
not a course which ought to be adopted in the present case. 
See the case of the Collecior oj Madura v. MuUhu Ramalinga 
Satthupathy (1) in which the Privy Council have laid down that 
the duty of a Judge in administering Hindu Law is not so much 
to enquire whether a disputed doctrine is fairly deducible from 
the earliest authorities as to ascertain whether it has been received 
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(1) (1868) 10 W. B. 17 at 21 ; 12 M. I. A. 397. 
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by the particular bchool which governs the district with which 
he hai) to deal and has there been sanctioned by usage. 

It is contended that the succession to the shejbaitship 
opened on the death of Udoy Chand' in 1842. Udoy’s only 
issue then was a daughter of a y^ar old. The inheritance went 
to Radha Kanta Sett the daughter’s son of the testatrix who was 
the preferential heir and who did not die till 1846. His grandsons 
are now entitled to the shebaitship. 

With regard to-the contention advanced on behalf of Gopal 
Lai Sett defendant No. i that the office of shebait was the same 
as nnniovable property and that the grant of the office to Udoy 
was by • Itself suHiLient to carry all the rights without the 
addition of words ol inheritance, it is contended that this cannot 
be expended to a case in which the question of the personal 
conlidence to be reposed on the individual must determine the 
rights ot the parlies 

Lastly It has been argued that these detendants have not 
abandoned their title to a share in the surplus profits of the two 
houses. 1 lie oiders passed with regard to the surplus in 1859 
directed that it sliovdd be paid, jid to the heirs of Golapmoni, 
jrd to the heirs ot R^idha Kanta Sett, Jrd to Monmohini and to her 
lieirs attei her death. In llaia Kumai I’s suit, Prianath and Rama- 
nath were both parties and claimed a oue-third share in the surplus, 
and under the judgment ot Mr. Justice Wilson in 1882 they were 
decl.ned entitled to equal benefits with Hara Sundary in all 
preMous deciees and oiders in the course of the litigation. 
Again alter the account had been taken 111 1888 and Rs. 240,3b 
tound to be due to the estate, the sum of Rs. 17,187 out of the 
cum was allocated to the surplus profits ot the properties dedicat- 
ed to Auandama^ee Thakurani. The fact that Bolye Lall Sett 
qnd Sham Lai Sett tailed on appeal in their suit against Nirmal 
to base the latter sum biought into Court did not destroy their 
rights to a share in the surplus. It was held on appeal Uiat the 
bum nt Rs. 17,187 was not surplus profits of the properties 

dedicated to Ananda Moyee Thakurani and therefore that they 

could not succeed in their suit. 

Oil behalf of this group of defendants, it r therefore 
contended that they are entitled by right of inheritance to the 
i le atslup and to reco\er a share in the surplus of tht proper- 
Ues devoted to the worship of Ananda Moyee Thakurani. 

On behalf ot Shamlal Sett defendant No. 4 the following 
case has been also argued as regards the surplus. In the will 
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the testatrix bequeathed to tl\e three persons named therein the 
share in the surplus profits of the properties dedicated to Ananda 
Mayee Thakurani, and, as the direction to divide the profits 
among them was Cinlimi^ed in point of duration, it was intended 
to continue so long as the properties remained in existence. 
She intended to make a natural provision for her direct heirs, 
and Udoy was appointed as executor to carry out her wishes. In 
using the term “ malik,” she merely intended to designate him 
as manager of the worship. There were no words of bequest to 
Udoy and there was no intention to confer on him any permanent 
or heritable right in the property. It only granted him a personal 
privilege. 

The absence of words of limitation in his appointment did 
not operate to convey an estate of inheritance. This view, it is 
urged, is supported by the decisions of the Priv}^ Council in the 
cases of Kamini Debt v. Asutosh Mtikerji (i), and of Gnannsam- 
handa Paudma Sanadhi \\ Vein fandatam (2), and therefore the 
opinion expressed in Mayne’s Hindu Law (yth Edition) para 585 
to the contrary effect cannot hold good. 

The bequest to the three persons of the right to the profits 
permanently, operated as a bequest of the whole corpus of the 
property of which they were to receive the profits. In support 
of this proposition, reliance# is placed on the cases of Elton v, 
Sheppard (3), of Adamson v. Armiiage (4), of Mannox 
Greener (5) and of Hemangini Dasi v. Nobin Chand Ghose (6). 

Further, it was aFgued that the right of this defendant to a 
share in the surplus was not determined by the Judges who heard 
the appeal in his case against Nirmal Chand in 1890. That 
judgment was in the nature of an interlocutory judgment and 
:ould not operate to bar their right under the doctrine of res- 
'udicata. 

The suit brought by Golap Moni was an administration suit^ 
md it coqld have been no part of the proceedings in that suit to 
:onstrue the will (see Seton on Judgments and Orders Vol. 2 
3 age 1477), and therefore even if there was a decision in that 
•uit as to the^ effect of the will, it would not operate as res- 
udicata. 
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(1) (1888) I L. R. 16 Calc. 103 ; L. R. 16 1. A. 169. 

(2) {1899) I L. B, 23 Mad. 271 ; L R. 27 I A. 69. 

(8) (1781) I Brown. O. C. 632. (6) (1872) L. R. 14 Eq. 466. 

(4) (1816) 19 Yes 416 ; Coop 283. (6) (1882) X. L. B. 8 C41e. 788. 
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, It was further argued that the position of Shiba Sundary 
under the will was merely that of a person asked to assist the 
executor and did not operate as an appointment of her as 
shebait. In support of this contention,* reliance is placed on the 
cases of In the goods of IV. f'. Stevenson (i), and Eastern 
Mortgage and Agency Co.. Ld.^ v. Rehati Kumar Ray (2) ; she 
was merely mentioned as a person to assist the executor and 
assent to certain of his acts. Lastly there is the case of 
Bindu Bashini defendant No. 3 who only claims a share in the 
surplus profits of the two houses in Chowringhee and Pathuria- 
ghatta. She relies on the decree of the 15th March i888 and 
the order of the 20th February 1890. 

^ We may mention that the parties before us have been 
represented by fourteen counsel^ or groups of counsel and that 
defendants Nos. 15, 16, 20, 23 and 24 have appeared in person. 

It has been necessary to set out the previous proceedings 
and the arguments of 'the parties at greater length than might 
otherwise have been required, because the previous proceedings 
have been protracted and'the orders passed at different times 
seem at first sight difficult to reconcile, and also for the reason that 
this Bench has been constituted to hear the case so as to avoid the 
expense of a double appeal. As, therefore, there is little hope 
that the parties will be satisfied with the judgment of this Court, 
we, have gone at length into the facts for the information of the 
Court of final appeal. 

The first question which we have to consider is, what was the 
nature and scope of the suit brought by Golap Moni Dasi on the 
27th August 1846 ; was it an administration suit only, or was it a 
suit for the construction of the will and for the determination and 
enforcement of the trusts, if any, created thereby ? In determining 
this question, we have to take into consideration the nature of the 
proceedings and orders passed, first in the Supreme Court and 
afterwards in the High Court, in the proceedings in this suit and in 
the subsequent suits which were either supplementary to it or 
arose out of it. 

After a careful consideration of all the facts, the orders passed, 
and the arguments advanced, we have no hesitation in holding that 
the suit must be regarded as a suit for administration i)f the estate 
of the deceased Bhaggobatty Dassee. In form, it was such a suit 
After seeking discovery of all the property of which Bhaggobatty 
Dassee died possessed and of all that remained after her death an( 
(1) (1852) 16 Jar. 714. (2) (1906) 3 C. L, J. 260, 
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her estate had passed into the hands of Udoy Chand and after- 
wards to his executors, it proceeded to allege that Bhaggobutty 
Dassee as a Hindu female had no right under the Hindu law to make 
an abscjute disposition of her immovable stridhan property. The 
oratrix Golapmoni then as sole surviving daughter of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee claimed to be entitled as*heiress to the whole of the stridhan 
property left by Bhaggobutty, if it should be found that the will was 
invalid ; otherwise she claimed to be entitled as heiress to succeed 
to the balance of the stridhan property left by her, Bhaggobutty 
Dassee, which was not covered by the will. It was alleged that the 
will did not cover the whole of the property of which Bhaggobutty 
died possessed, and that Golapmoni as her heiress was entitled to 
the residue. She prayed for a determination of the 'rights of 
parties interested in the will, that the religious and charitable 
bequests be declared void, and that Golapmoni be entitled to 
succeed as sole heir to all the properties of Bhaggobutty Dassee not 
covered by the will. There was also a prayer to restrain the 
executor of Udoy from incurring further expenses out of the 
estate pending the disposal of the syit. It concluded with the 
prayer that the Master be directed to take an account of all pro- 
perties belonging to the estate and after, in due course of i^dminis- 
t ration, deducting necessary expenses, and paying funeral expen- 
ses debts and legacies, to hand over the balance to the oratrix. 
There was also a prayer for* th^ appointment of a Receiver to 
take charge of the property pending the disposal of the suit. • 

This was clearly a suit for administration and fora determina- 
tion of the provisions of the will and of the properties covered by 
the will for the purpose of carrying out the administratiom In a 
suit of that description there was and could be no prayer for the 
construction of the will and the determination of the rights of the 
parties under the trusts created by it. 

In the written statements filed by the defendants, no question 
of construction of the terms of the will was raised. The right ^ of 
the testatrix as sole heir of Bhaggobutty was disputed, and it was 
alleged that the will was a valid testamentary disposition* of all 
the sUidhan property left by Bhaggobutty Dassee. 

The preliminary decree of the loth September 1847 was in 
the first instance such as would ordinarily be passed in a suit for 
administration. It directed discovery of the properties belonging 
to the estate, the taking of accounts, and the issue of notice to 
Creditors. The concluding directions are important. It directed 
the Master to enquire and report what religious ceremonies had 
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been performed during the lifetime of the testatrix and had been 
continued after her death, and to enquire and report who woul4 
be a fit and proper person to execute and perform such of the 
religious trusts ’ mentioned in the will as were still capable of 
being performed. The question is whether the carrying out of 
these directions would amount to ?. construction of the will or a 
determination of the trusts created by it ? It seems impossible to 
hold that they could have had that object or effect.^ The cons- 
truction of the terms of the will and the determination of the trusts 
were clearly matters for judicial decision on the evidence, and 
could not have been referred to the Master for enquiry and report. 

The report of the Master made on the loth November 1857, 
also appears to have been one made for the purpose of adminis- 
tration. It gives a list of the immovable property of the 
deceased and an account of the movable and monies showing a 
balance due to the estate from the executors of Udoy of 
Rs. 53,961-10, and gives a list of the jewellery and ornaments 
which had been dedicated to the idols. It further stated that the 
will covered all the property of which the testatrix died possessed 
as her stridhatiy and that it was property which she had received 
as gift from her husband after her nuptials and that under the 
law she had full power of disposition over it. It proceeded to 
state that the religious ceremonies which had been performed 
by Bhaggobutty during her lifetime at an annual expenditure of 
Rs. 3271 had been carried on since her death at an annual ex- 
penditure of Rs. 2,383-11 and were still capable of being per- 
formed, and Shiba Sundari the step-mother "bf Udoy Chand was a 
fit and proper person to carry on the religious services. It did 
not however suggest that Shiba Sundari was, by any right con- 
ferred by the will or by right of inheritance, entitled to be 
manager or shebait of the endowed properties. 

The report further set out that in the will there was a direc- 
tion that the surplus profits of the houses in Chowringhee and 
Pathuriaghatta which were allocated under the will for carrying 
on the worship of the idol Ananda Moye Thakurani were to be 
divided in equal shares between Radha Kanta Sett, Golapmoni 
and Monmohini Dassee, and that the surplus amounted to 
Rs. 4,266-12-3. In reporting this fact, however, it does not appear 
that the Master pretended to determine the rights of the parties. 
He reported facts ascertained from the will itself and the further 
fact that there was a surplus. This cannot be taken as a deter- 
mination of the rights of the parties. 



VOL. VJLli.J • high court. 

The first points which require determination are, what was 
the nature and scope of the qquity suit which was filed by Golap 
Moni Dassee on the 27lh August 1846 in the Supreme Court in 
Calcutta, which after her death, was dismissed on*the 30th June 
1853, but was revived < 5 n the 9th March 1854 on the application 
made by the two surviving daughters, and terminated in the 
decree passed on the 14th December 1857. What was the 
effect of the orders passed in that suit as determining the rights 
of the parties in tfle present suit, or, in other words, was that 
suit treated in the Supreme Court as a suit for the adminis- 
tration of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee or as a suit for the 
interpretation of her will and for the determination of the 
trusts, if any, created by that will ? What was the nature of 
the proceedings taken subsequent to and in continuation of the 
decree of the 14th December 1857 and what was the effect of 
the orders passed on the 7th June 1859 and afterwards in those 
proceedings ? How, if at all, are the rights of the parties in 
the present suit affected by the appearances and acts of their 
predecessors in interest in those proceedings? What was the 
nature and scope of the suit instituted by Gopal Lai Sett on the 
jst September 1876, and ^hat was the effect on the rights of 
the parties in the present suit of the order of the 28th May 
1877 dismissing that suit? What was the effect of the order of 
the High Court passed on tjie ist March 1880 after the death of 
Mohan Chand Bysack, continuing Tarini Chand and Nirtnal 
Chand as trustees of the endowment ? What was the nature 
and scope of the suit instituted by Kara Kumari Dassee on the 
i6th September 1881 against Tarini Chand and Nirmal Chand? 
What was the effect of the decree passed in that suit by Wilson 
J. on the 23rd May 1882, and what was the effect of the order 
of the 30th January 1886 passed after the death of Tarini 
Chand substituting in the execution proceedings his son Nakoo/ 
Chandra Bysack as his legal representative ? What was tj^e 
effect of the order passed by Trevelyan J. on the 6th December 
1888, on the application made by Hara Kumari Dassee o« the 
i-ath August 1886 for the appointment of a joint trustee to be 
associated with Nirmal Chand, and also of the orders passed on 
the 29th J^uly 1889 and on the 23rd November 1891 ? What 
was the effect of the orders passed on the 15th March 1888 and 
on the 2®th February 1890 in the suit instituted by -Hara 
Kumari ? 

In deterniining the nature and scope of the suit brought 
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by Golap Moni in 1846, her position and relationship to Bhaggo- 
btitty Dassee must be considered and also the reliefs sought for by 
her in that suit. Golap Moni was the sole surviving daughter 
of Bhaggobutty Dassee, Udoy, the son’s son of Bhaggobutty, was 
dead, so also Radha Kanta Sett the daughter’s son. Joy Kristo, 
the son of Bhaggobutty, was alive but was a lunatic. Raj Kristo, 
another son of Bhaggobutty, was dead, but the widow Jamoona 
Dassee was alive. Radha Kristo Bysack the son of the co-wife 
was dead. Golap Moni claimed to be the heir under the Hindu 
law to Bhaggobutty and, as such, to be entitled to all the stridhan 
property left by Bhaggobutty which was not covered by any will. 
She denied the legality of the will under which Udoy, and after 
his death, his executors had taken possession of the property 
left by Bhaggobutty at her death, thereby raising the question 
whether the will propounded by Udoy Chand was a valid 
disposition by him of her property or not. In the event of 
the will being found by the Court to be valid, Golap Moni 
claimed to be entitled to the residue of the property of 
Bhaggobutty not covered by the will. She further prayed for 
discovery of all the property left by Bhagobutty, that accounts 
be taken of all receipts and disbursements out of that property 
since the death of Bhaggobutty, and that after the payment of 
debts and funeral expenses the balance outstanding be made over 
to her. All the representatives of the different branches of the 
family of Bhaggobutty were made parties to the suit, including 
the executors to Udoy’s estate, and they in their written state- 
ment raised the question whether Golap Moni Dassee as a sonless 
widow was in fact the next and sole heir, as she alleged, to the 
Stridhan property of the deceased. 

The nature of the suit as framed was clearly one for adminis- 
tration of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee brought by a lady 
iwho claimed to be her sole heir. It is true that there was a 
prayer in it that the rights of all the parties interested under the 
will of Bhaggobutty be ascertained and declared, but there was 
a further prayer that the several religious and charitable bequests 
and bequests of the surplus under the will be declared to be void 
and of no effect. This latter prayer is certainly inconsistent 
with the view that the suit was one for an interprefation of the 
will and a determination of the rights of the various members 
of'the family under the trusts created by the will. There was 
no claim put forward on her behalf for a share in the surplus 
profits of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta which 
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profits under the will were allotted in the first instance to 
defray the expenditure of the worship of the idol Ananda 
Moyee Thakurani. • 

Thfe scope of .the suit was clearly to have the religious trusts^ 
which the will purported to cre^te^ declared to be void, and not 
to have the rights of any parties under those trusts ascertained. 
In fact it was a suit brought for the administration of the estate, 
of Bhaggobutty, iti order that the plaintiff, or oratrix, might, 
after accounts had been taken and all debts discharged, obtain a 
decree for the entire balance of the property, or for the balance 
of the residue of the property exclusive of that which was 
legally and validly disposed of by the testatrix under the will. 

We have next to consider whether that suit was treated in the 
Supreme Court as an administration suit or as a suit for the 
interpretation of the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee and for the 
determination of the trusts, if any, created by that will, and 
in deciding this question it is necessary t® take into consideration 
all the orders passed by the Supreme and High Courts in the 
course of the proceedings which origirfated out of this suit. For the 
plaintiff and those of the defendants who fall in the same group 
with him, in order to support their contention that the suit was 
treated as one for the interpretation of the will of Bhaggobutty 
Dassee, the determination of the trusts created by it, and the 
ascertainment of the rights of th^ different members of the family 
under those trusts, reliance has been placed on the terms of 
the preliminary decrerj of the Supreme Court of the loth Sep- 
tember 1847 referring the case to the Master. This, it is argued, 
by directing him, inter aha^ to enquire and report what religious 
ceremonies had been performed during the lifetime of the testa- 
trix and continued after her death, and to enquire and report who 
was a fit and proper person to carry on the trusts, clearly had for 
its object the construction of the will and the determination of the* 
rights of the parties under the trusts which it created. Reliance 
is placed* on the report of the Master of the loth Novem- 

ber 1857 which it is argued had for its object the determination 
of the trusts created by the will and the ascertainment of the 
person who \V^s entitled under the will to administer those trusts, 
that is to lay the right to the shebaitship of the endowed 
property; and on the decree of the Supreme Court ^of 
the 14th December 1857 confirming the report of the Master and 
declaring Shiba Sundari Dassee to be a fit and proper person to 
carry on the worship of the deities as provided by the trusty 
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created by the will, which it is argued determined the right of 
Shiba Sundari to the shebaitship ; fourthly^ the order of the 
Supreme Court of the 7th June 1859 is relied on as determining 
the right of Tarini, Mohan and Nirmal, the grandsons of the co- 
wife, to the shebaitship as heir': preferential to the sons of 
Radhakanta, the daughter's son, and to the descendants of Udoy, 
and as deciding everything connected with the trusts created by 
the will, except only the right to the surplus profits of the houses 
in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghata ; and fifthly^ the order of the 
High Court dated the 28th May 1877 dismissing the suit brought 
by Gopal Lai Sett is relied on as determining that he and his 
brother had no right to the shebaitship. The order substituting 
Nakoor Ch^nd B3'sack as legal representative of his father Tarini 
Chand, in the suit brought by Hara Kumari, it is argued, also 
indicates that the right to the shebaitship had been finally deter- 
mined by the Supreme Court. The order of the 6th December 

1888, discharging the report of the Registrar to the effect that 
Nakoor Chand was a fit person to be associated with Nirmal as 
trustee, the directions with which the reference was sent back 
to the Registrar, and the subsequent orders, of the 29th July 

1889, appointing Lajchimonee as trustee, and of the 23rd Novem- 
ber 1891 appointing Gopal Lai Sett as trustee, all these it is 
argued were orders made on interlocutory applications and as 
such could not reopen or modify the previous orders contained 
in solemn decrees. 

These arguments do not appear to be sound, and to accept 
them would be tantamount to holding that the orders .previously 
passed by the Judges of the Supreme Court and High Court 
are inconsistent and irreconcileable, as the distinction which it 
is proposed to draw between the later orders as interlocutory 
and the previous orders does not appear to be one which can be 
accepted. Clearly^, all were orders arising out of the proceedings 
follovving the institution of the original suit, the subsequent suits 
being, merely supplementary. This view of the previous orders 
is one which we should certainly hesitate to accept unless the 
grounds advanced to support it were much stronger than those 
which have been laid before us in the present case.^ We have 
already expressed our opinion that the suit brought by Golap- 
mani, both in its nature and scope, was one for the atjministra- 
tion of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee. For the purposes of 
such a suit, it would not be necessary for the Court to ascertain 
definitely the rights of the different claimants to the shebaitship 
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of the endowed properties covered by the will. All that the 
Court would be called on to do would be to make provision fbr 
the protection of the trust property and for th§ performance of 
the w<irship of the idols during the pendency of the suit for 
administration, and this would involve the ascertainment of what 
religious services had all along *been performed and were to be 
continued. The plaintiff herself set forward no claim to the 
shebaitship, nor was any issue on that point raised in her plaint. 
The Court was not therefore called on in that suit to determine 
the right to the shebaitship, and the form and substance of the 
orders passed and of the directions given to the Master and 
Registrar are consistent with the view that the Court did not 
take up for determination the question, who was entitled by 
right of inheritance to be the shebait under the trusts created 
by the will. Looked at in that light, the orders of the Su'preme 
Court and of the High Court are consistent and reconcileable, 
and we do not think that sufficient reasons have been advanced 
which would justify us in taking a contrary view. 

The form in which the decrees.and orders were framed and 
the directions given to the Master and Registrar, support the 
same conclusion, and though the extract from the minutes 
of the proceedings before Mr. Macnaghten as Master indicates 
that the question of the rights of the several parties to the 
shebaitship as preferentia> hqjrs of Bhaggobutty Dassee was 
raised before him and considered, it cannot in our opinion •be 
held that he had power finally to determine that question ; and 
in the report which was finally submitted to the Court by his 
successor, it was merely stated that Tarini, Mohan and Nirmal 
were fit persons to keep up the religious trusts. 

The decree of the 14th December 1857, merely declared 
that Shiba Sundari was a fit and proper person to keep up the 
religious trusts, and directed the Receiver to pay over the balance 
of the profits after defraying certain necessary expenses to Shifja 
Sundark “ during her natural life or till further orders of the 
Court.” This limitation would have been unnecessary if the 
decree had been intended to determine finally the right of Shiba 
Sundari to the shebaitship. The order of the 7th June 1859, 
appointing^Tarini, Mohan and Nirmal as trustees was in similar 
terms and is open to the same comment. The suit brought by 
Gopal Laf Sett was dismissed on the ground that he had ’been 
nominated to the office by the will of Udoy Chand, but the 
right to the shebaitship under the terms of the will executed by 
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Bhaggobutty Dassee was not then considered or determined. 
Tlfe directions issued by Trevelyan J: to the Registrar on the 
6th December 1 8^8^ the order of the 29th July 1889 appointing 
Lakshimani Dassee as a joint trustee with Nirmal, and the order 
of the 23rd July^ 1891, appointing Gopal Lai Sett as joint trustee, 
are entirely inconsistent with the view that there had been any 
final determination by the Supreme Court of the right to the 
shebaitship. 

The orders, on the other hand, appear to be consistent and 
reconcileable if the conclusion be adopted that the appointments 
of these different persons as trustees were made as temporary 
arrangenients for carrying out the objects of the trusts pending 
the administration of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee, and we 
think that It is the only conclusion which it is possible to 
accept.‘ The reliefs claimed and the form and substance of the 
orders passed were, we may observe, such as would be natural in a 
suit for administration. We are unable, therefore, to agree with 
the contention of the plaintiff that there was a final determina- 
tion of the right to the shebaitship in the decrees of the 14th De- 
cember 1857 or of the 7th June 1859 or that it was confirmed by 
the order dismissing the suit of Gopal Lai Sett on the 28th May 
1877, or that the ofder substituting Nakoor Chandra Bysack as a 
defendant in the place of his deceased father Tarini passed on 
the 30th January 1886 in his e.vecu(ion proceedings in the case 
broXight by Hara Kumari Dassi must be taken as indicating that 
there had been a final determination of the right to the shebait- 
ship. The reason suggested for the substitution by the second 
group' of the parties appears to be sound, namely, that as the 
suit was against his father and his co-trustee for misappropriation 
of trust funds, it was necessary to substitute for his father as a 
defendant on the death of the latter. So far then as the 
present suit is concerned, the rights of the present parties to the 
shebaitship under the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee cannot be held 
to b^j affected either by those orders or by the appearances and 
acts m those proceedings of their predecessors in interest. The 
suit brought by Golapmoni Dassee was in form and effect a suit 
for administration of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee, it was so 
treated by the Supreme Court and by this Court, and the subse- 
quent suits were merely supplementary to that suit and related 
to the administration of the estate and not to the construction of 
the will or the determination of the rights of the parties under 
the trusts. 
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The next questions which demand consideration are, what is 
the proper construction of *the will executed by Bhaggobutty 
4 Dassee on the 29th May 1841, what were the trusts created 
by th^t will, an^ what; rights to the sjiebaitship were conferred 
under the will on Udoy Chand and Shiba Sundari, and what 
was the nature of the bequest made to Monmohini Dassee, 
the son^s daughter of the deceased, Radha Kanta Sett, the 
daughter’s son the deceased, and Golapmoni Dassee, the 
daughter of the deceased, of equal shares in the surplus profits 
of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta. 

The genuineness of the Will has never been disputed. 
Questions as to its validity and whether it covered the. whole of 
the ayautuka stridhan left by Bhaggobutty Dassee were no doubt 
. raised in the suit brought by Golapmoni Dassee. In*tliat suit, it 
was however decided by the Supreme Court that the will was a 
valid disposition on the part of Bhaggobutty Dassee, and that it 
covered the whole of the ayautuka stridhan property of which she 
died possessed. Those points were necessary for determination 
for the purposes of the administration of her estate, gnd we hold 
that those questions were finally determined by the Supreme 
Court in that suit, and that the contentions advanced to the 
contrary in this suit cannot be maintained. 

On behalf of the plaintiff and those grouped with him, it 
has been urged that the endowment was a family endowment 
existing prior to the death of Bhaggobutty Dassee, and that the 
will merely provide^d for the continuance of the worship, that 
Udoy Chand and Shiba Sundari were both appointed shebaits, 
that no distinction was made between the different idols or 
distinct allotment made to each, of the profits of the several 
properties, and that on the death of Udoy Chand, Shiba Sundari 
became, under the terms of the will, shebait of all the idols and 
her right was determined by the Supreme Court. * 

On behalf of Gopal Lai Sett and the other defendaftts 
grouped with him, it has been contended either that there was 
no complete dedication under the will of the properties to the 
idols and that the will merely created a series of trusts on the 
properties, rtie beneficial interest in which vested in Udoy Chand 
on the de*th of the testatrix, or that there was a complete dedi- 
cation of all the properties under the will ; the right to the 
shebaitsfiip of the endowment was bequeathed to Udoy Chand 
absolutely, and that on his death, it passed to his heirs ; Shiba 
Sundari was merely named as a co-adjutor or overseer to act 
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with and to assist Udoy Chand and was not appointed a joint 
shebait under the will. 

On behalf ^)f the defendants who form the third group, it 
has been argued that the properties had been dedicated‘'to the 
idols and the endowment created by Bhaggobutty during her life- 
time, that the will merely gave directions laying down how the 
expenses of the worship of the different idols was to be defrayed 
out of the different properties, and that the appointment of Udoy 
Chand as manager was a personal appointment only which 
conferred no rights on his heirs. 

There can be no doubt that Bhaggobutty Dassee during her 
lifetime carried on the worship of the idols and defrayed the 
expenses out of her own property. There is however nothing 
to indicate or prove that all the idols were old established idols 
of the 'family, though from the will one appears to have been an 
ancestral idol. Bhaggobutty Dassee seems to have been a pious 
Hindu lady, who defrayed the expenses of the idols out of her 
own property during her life-time and desired to provide for the 
continuance of the worship, after her death. There is nothing 
to prove that there was any endowment prior to her death. 

The will, it is true, contains no specific words of bequest 
of the properties to the idol, but in construing its terms it is 
necessary to look at the document as a whole. It is addressed to 
Udoy Chand who is also appointed executor. It commences by 
directing him to carry on the worship of the idols, and then 
proceeds to set out the properties, the profits of which are to be 
appropriated in the first instance to cover the expenses. It then 
provides for the distribution of the surplus profits of the houses 
in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghata, and concludes with directions 
that out of the balance of the interest on the sum of money 
invested in Company’s paper remaining after defraying the 
expenses of the worship, the expenses of the worship of the idol 
aU the ghat on the river Bhagirathi were to be defrayed, and 
certain legacies and debts were to be paid and that the expenses 
of the poojah of the Issuri Saradia were to be met out of the 
profits of a certain garden which she had purchased in Udoy’s 
name. In substance if not in specific terms, this amounts to an 
assignment or dedication of the properties specified in the will 
for the purpose of defraying the worship of the idols, and as such 
must, we think, be taken to be an endowment of those properties 
to the idols. 

We think that the arguments which have been advanced, 
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fail to prove that the will merely created certain trusts on the differ- 
ent properties for carrying oi5t the worship of the idols, and th*e 
beneficial interest was left to Udoy Chand. The learned counsel 
who hasb appeared for Go^an Chandra Bysack, a brother of the 
plaintiff, has placed before us a calculation showing the total 
receipts and the balance outstanding after defraying the expenses 
of the worship of the idols, which gives a yearly balance of about 
500 rupees out of j total yearly income of Rs. 4 , 020 , a portion of 
which, being the surplus profits of the houses in Chowringhee 
and Pathuriaghatta, was to go to the three persons named in 
the will. The balance left over for Udoy Chand would, in com- 
parison with the sum to be spent on the worship of the idols, 
be so inconsiderable that it could not in our opinion support the 
conclusion that the intention of the testatrix was to 'leave the 
beneficial interest in the properties referred to in the ^Vill to 
Udoy under the guise of an endowment to the idols, and subject 
only to inconsiderable charges for carrying on the worship. The 
endowment appears to have been a bonafidc endowment of the 
properties to the idols, the small putstanding balance after 
defraying the worship going to Udoy Chand. 

It has however been suggested that if this view be accepted, 
there was in fact no provisions at all for Udoy under the will, 
and it could not have been the intention of the testatrix to 
leave her heir unprovided* for. The true construction of the 
terms of the will seems, however, to be that the principal inten- 
tion of this pious Hindu lady in executing her will was to make 
provision for the continuance of the worship of the idols after 
her death, and that at the same time, she desired that the sdrplus 
profits should go in the proportion of about two-fifths to Udoy, 
her son’s son, and the remaining three-fifths to his half sister 
Monmohini, to her own daughter’s son, and to her daughter, in 
equal shares for their support. This appears to be a reasonable* 
arrangement for the lady to make and one consistent with the 
dictates rf)f natural affection. We think therefore that* this 
is a reasonable construction of the terms of the will at the 
outset. 

We havet next to determine whether under the terms of 
the will, Udpy acquired a right to the shebaitship of the endow- 
ment, which was heritable and would pass to his heirs, or whether 
|his appoinfment was personal only ; whether Shiba Sundari * was 
in fact appointed a shebait under the will ; and lastly, whether the 
bequest of the surplus profits of the houses in Chowringhee and 
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Pathuriaghatta to the three persons specified was personal or 
conferred on them a permanent heritable title. 

In determining these questions, we have to look to the 
words of the will itself and not what may be suggested '^o have 
■ been the intention of the testatrix. In the directions contained 
in the will to Udoy Chand to carry on the worship of the idols 
; and in appointing him executor of the will, no words are used 
^ which can be interpreted to confer on him any heritable title. 
In terms the appointment as manager and executor are purely 
personal. It has however been argued on behalf of the defen- 
dant No. I Gopal Lai Sett and the parties in the same group 
with hi,m, that the expression used in the will to Udoy “ you are 
to remain as malik of all the shebas ” was intended to confer and 
in fact conferred on him an absolute title as shebait, and in 
support of the contention, authorities have been referred to and 
relied on. The result of those authorities is however to lay 
down that when the term “ malik ” is used, its meaning is to be 
interpreted by the context and with reference to the other clauses 
of the document. In the present instance, the term appears to 
have been used simply for the purpose of giving to Udoy 
authoiity to manage and control the performance of the religious 
worship. It certainly gave him no title to the properties them- 
selves, the title in which was vested in the idols. The word 
appears to have been used as complementary and supplementary 
to the directions that he was to carry on the worship of the idols 
and as completing his authority and can not be taken to mean 
that the appointment to the shebaitship was made to him and to 
, his heirs, or that any heritable title in the office was conferred 
I on him. No words of inheritance are used, as we should have 
i expected to find if the intention of the testatrix was to confer 
a heritable title, and her intention as we have already observed, 
'can only be gathered from the terms of the will. We must 
I hold therefore that on a proper construction of the terms of the 
I will,' the directions appointing Udoy Chand managef of the 
sheba must be held to be personal only and not to have invested 
him with any heritable title. 

So far as Shiba Sundari is concerned, we think the terms of the 
will can not be interpreted as appointing her to be a ^int shebait 
with Udoy of the endowment, and, we hold that the contention 
put forward on behalf of the defendants in the second group is 
correct, that she was named merely as a co-adjutor of Udoy for the 
purpose of giving him in the management of the sheba of the 



HIGH c6UBt. 




VoL. VIll.] 


idol Ananda Moye Thakurani advice and assistance. The argu- 
ments advanced on the plaintiffs behalf that Shiba Sundari was 
appointed a joint shebait with Udoy Chand and that as the pro- 
perties vjere not allocated to the different idoL by the will, she 
must be taken to have been appointed a joint shebait of the whole 
endowment, are not in our oplnfbn sound. As the eldest lady of 
Udoy’s branch of the family, she would naturally have been selected 
by Bhaggobutty to see that the worship was continued in the 
same way as it had been carried on in her life-time and to assist in 
the preparation of the offerings. The actual worship would appar- 
ently be performed by a Brahmin priest. The mere direction in 
the will that Udoy Chand was to carry on the sheba of the 
Thakurani Ananda Moye in concert or agreement with Shiba 
Sundari can not be taken to amount to an appointment of her 
Vas shebait, even though she may have assisted in the prepar'ation 
of the offerings to the deity and have given a voice in determin- 
ing the proper way in which the worship of that special deity 
was to be conducted. We cannot accept as a fact that the will 
made no allocation of the properties to the different idols. In 
it, on the contrary, there are distinct directions as to the funds 
from which the expenses o^ the worship of each deity were to 
be defrayed. 

We have now to consider whether the directions contained 
in the will for the distribution of the balance of the profits of 
the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta, after defraying the 
expenses of the worship of the Thakurani Ananda Moye, 
amounted to a permanent bequest of the shares to the persons 
. named and to their heirs, or merely to personal bequests to those 
three persons. In dealing with this part of the case, we may say 
at once that we think there is no substance in the argument 
advanced on behalf of the defendant No. 4, Shamlal Sett, and in 
support of which reference has been made to section 159 of the. 
Indian Succession Act and to decisions which we have already 
noticed, ^hat as there were no words of limitation in the bequest, 
it must be taken to be a bequest of the profits permanently and 
as such to have carried with it a bequest of the right to the 
corpus of the, properties from which the profits were derived. 
The cases relied on in support of this argument are clearly 
distinguishable from the present. In those casds, the bequest 
was eithei* of the interest arising on an entire fund, or of the 
income of an entire estate, or of a share in the entire profits, the 
title to the entire fund, the entire estate, and the entire profits 
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remaining undisposed of. In all those cases it was held that the 
question ultimately for determination was the intention of the 
party, and in each case it was found that the intention of the 
party, was to convey the corpus as well as the profit;? to the 
donee. In the present case, the title fo the corpus of the pro- 
perties was by the will clearly conveyed to the idols, and no 
question can possibly arise that the bequest of the share in the 
profits conferred a title to the properties themselves. Certainly it 
did not. 

What then was the effect of the bequest ? In determining 
this question, we have again to look to the words of the will 
itself and in construing the will we are bound by them. In the 
directions in the will the three persons are specified. No words 
of inheritance are inserted to indicate that the bequest was to 
them and to their heirs and that after their death their heirs 
were to receive the shares in the surplus profits. Under the 
strict terms of the will, the bequest to each of the three persons 
cannot be taken to be more than a personal bequest, conferring 
no rights of inheritance on^their heirs. 

It has however been argued that in the proceedings in the 
previous suits the Supreme Court and this Court have held other- 
wise and that it is impossible in this suit to go behind or modify 
those findings. We have however to see whether in fact any 
definite decision on this point has been arrived at, which is bind- 
ing on the parties in the present suit. 

In his report of the loth November 1857, the Master of the 
Supreme Court stated that Rs. 4,266-12-3 was due to and should 
be divided equally between Shama Sundari Dassi widow of Radha 
Kanta Sett, Golapmoni Dassee’s daughters Chand Kumari and 
Kara Kumari, and Monmohini Dassee as being the surplus profits 
of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta. He also stated 
.that Radha Kanta Sett and Monmohini had received Rs. 425 
^d Rs. 2283-15-4 respectively out of the surplus which had fallen 
due fo them. The Supreme Court on the 14th December 1857, 
confivmed the report and ordered the shares in the surplus 
profits to be paid, one-third to the representatives of Radha 
Kanta Sett, one-third to the representative of Golapmoni 
Dassee and, the remaining one-third to Monmohini^, during her 
life-time and ter her representatives after her death. It is to be noted 
that Radha Kanta Sett had died in 1846 and Golapmoni in 1851. 

On the 15th March 1888, in the suit brought by Hara Kumari 
against Tarini Charan and his co-trustee for her share in the 
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surplus profits of the two houses, a decree was passed by the 
High Court declaring that the account taken from the 6rti 
January 1^59 to iqth January 1886 a balance of Rs. 24,036 was 
found to be due ^as surplus profits of all the endowed properties 
after defraying the expenses of the worship of the idols, and of 
this sum Rs. 6849 were declared to represent the surplus profits 
of the properties devoted to the worship of Issur Gopal Thakur, 
and the trustee l^irmal Chandra Bysack was directed to divide 
that sum between the parties then entitled to it in the proportion 
mentioned in the decree of the Supreme Court of the 14th 
December 1857. It has been already noticed that in this order, 
a mistake has been made in stating that the surplus profits from 
the properties devoted to the worship of Issur Gopal Thakur 
were payable to the persons named, instead of the surplus profits 
" of the properties de^^oted to the worship of Ananda 'Moye 
Thakurani. However, on the 28th March 1889, an order was 
passed directing the payment of Rs. 1,1^41-8, being one-sixth of 
Rs. 6849, to the executors of Prianath Sett, one of the two sons 
of Radha Kanta Sett. It is not clear from the proceedings 
whether the remainder was afterwards paid to the persons held 
to be entitled to it, but theref seem to be no grounds for holding 
that it was not paid to them. 

Now these orders clearly directed the payment, after the 
death of the three persons named in the will, to their heirs and 
representatives of the shares in the surplus profits of the t\vo 
houses which accrued both before and after their deaths, and the 
question arises whether they must be taken to have definitely and 
1 finally determined that the bequest of the shares in the surplus 
profits to those three persons was an absolute bequest conferring 
a heritable title to their heirs. The decision of this question is 
not free from difficulty owing to the conduct of the parties in the 
previous proceedings and to the fact that in them a proper const 
truction of the will was never sought for. All that was apparently 
asked for* and given was a decision as to the rights of the parties, 
pending the proceedings in administration of the estate of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee, and it seems rather to have been taken for 
granted, than, to have been decided after argument and the 
receipt of ewdence, that the heirs and legal representatives of the 
^hree persons, to whom the bequest of the shares ill the surplus 
Was made, Vere entitled after the death of those three persorfS to 
the enjoyment of the same shares in the surplus profits. The 
question of the rights of the heirs and representatives to the 
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shares in the profits under the terms of the will was however 
never distinctly raised in those proctiedings nor definitely deter- 
mined. So far^as the profits are concerned, which are dealt with ^ 
by those decrees and orders, we are of opinion that the pa^-ties to 
the present suit are bound by those orders and cannot reopen 
them. But now that the question of the title of the parties to the 
surplus profits has been definitely raised, on a construction of the 
will in the present proceedings, we are of opinion that we are not 
prevented by those orders from considering and determining the 
question so far as it affects the rights of the parties to the profits 
which have accrued since the last of those orders were passed. 

As we hold that under the terms of the will the bequest of the 
shares in the surplus profits conferred no heritable right on the 
three persons named, so therefore we hold that in the present 
suit the parties who claim shares in those profits as heirs of those 
three persons have failed to make out a valid title, and conse- 
quently that those surplus profits of these two houses must be 
regarded as part of the general assets of the trust estate created 
by the will. 

The questions whieh now remain for consideration on a 
construction of the will are, when did the succession to the 
shebaitship open, arid who of the several claimants in the present 
I suit is entitled to the shebaitship of the endowment. From the 
findings at which we have already arrived, the conclusion follows 
that the succession to the shebaitship opened on the death of 
Udoy Chand. He was the only person who was appointed to 
I that office by the will, and his appointment was purely personal 
and transmitted no rights to his heirs. In order then to ^ 
determine the right to shebaitship as between the present 
claimants, we have to determine who was the pieferential heir to 
Bhaggobutty on the death of Udoy Chand. 

5 ' We may say at once that in our opinion the contention is 
1 correct that, in the absence of any directions to the contrary in 
j the ^ill, the right of inheritance to the shebaitship follows the 
same^line as the right of inheritance to immovable property. Now, 
on the death of Udoy the following persons were alive, through 
whom the right to the shejjaitship has been severally claimed by 
the different groups of parties in the present auk ; ^ Lakhimoni 
his daughter then a child of a year old, Joy ^^to Bysack the 
lunafic son of Bhaggobutty, Radha Kanta Sett the daughter’s \ 
son of Bhaggobutty and Radha Kristo Bysack the son of Ksnak- 
moni Dassi the co-wife of Bhaggobutty. 
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Lakhitnoni being the daughter of a grandson of Bhaggobutt^ 
was certainly not the heir to fier stridhan property in preference 
^ to the daughter’s son, Radha Kanta Sett. The elaina therefore 
of Gop51 Lai Sett .defendant No. i and bis brother Kanai Lai Sett 
to the fehebaitship by right of yiheritance fails. Nor has Gour 
Hari Bysack defendant No. 2 any title to it, he being a descendant 
of the half-sister of Udoy, Monmohini Dassee. 

The separate claim set up by defendants Nos. 7 and 8, the sons 
of Nirmal Chand, to the shebaitship on the ground that the suc- 
cession passed to Joy Kristo Bysack the lunatic is also untenable. 
In our opinion, the contention advanced by the learned counsel on 
behalf of the descendants of Radha Kanto Sett the third group 
of parties, is supported by authority that, whatever may be the 

c • 

case in Bombay, it has been established in Bengal that insanity at 
^the time the inheritance falls in is sufficient to exclude from the 
succession even though the lunacy may not have been congenital, 
and that where the succession to an office is in question, the 
duties attached to which require that the holder shall be in full 
possession of his senses, lunacy is cerfainly sufficient to disqualify 
a person from succeeding. Nothing was heard of the right of 
Joy Kristo to succeed to the shebaitship till the present trial, and 
we are of opinion that the claim has no real substance. 

The fact that the right of Joy Kristo to succeed to a share in 
the property left by his brother ’Raj Kristo, on the death of Raj 
Kristo’s widow in 1847, was successfully contested on his behalf 
by his committee in^ 1849 cannot be taken to support the 
claim that Joy Krisristo had a right to succeed to the shebaitship. 

^ The succession in that case opened on the death of Raj Kristo 
in 1821, and, though the mind of Joy Kristo is said to have 
become deranged in that year, he was not declared to be a lunatic 
till 1840 when a commission for that purpose was issued. He 
was not a lunatic, therefore, at the time when the succession 
opened in that case. 

There remain then the two sets of parties, viz,^ the plaintiff 
and the defendants in his group, and the defendants who are the 
descendants of Radha Kanto Sett and who form the third group, 
and the dispute between these two groups involves the decision 
of the importi^^question, whether the daughter’s^son or the son 
ll^f a CO- wife, aloeing the preferential heir to the ayautuka stridhan 
r property of Bhaggobutty, had a prior right to the shebaitship, 
when the succession opened on Udoy’s death. 

In support of their contention that the son of the co-wife is 
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the preferential heir, the plaintiff and the members of his group 
rely on verse 33 of section 3 Chap. iV of the Dayabhaga and con- 
tend that the text is a binding authority on that point and must 
be preferred to the opinion expressed by the different com- 
mentators. 

The other party contend that the verse 33 on which the 
plaintiff relies is a palpable interpolation in the text, and that, fol- 
lowing the directions of the Privy Council in the case of Collector 
of Madura V . Mutthu Ramalinga Satthupathy (i), we ought to 
ascertain whether the doctrine propounded in that verse has 
been received in Bengal and sanctioned by usage. It is argued 
that the verse is out of place in chapter IV, section 3, which 
deals with the rights of childless widows, and that it is contrary 
to the principles which have been accepted as governing the line 
of succession to Stridhan property. Those principles are that the 
succession primarily goes to the descendants of the deceased lady, 
following the line of propinquity and being governed by natural 
affection, and that it is not exclusively controlled by the doctrine 
of spiritual benefit. 

In dealing with this question, we are of opinion that it is 
impossible to accept the argument advanced by the counsel for the 
plaintiff that the text of the Dayabhaga by Jimuta Vahana must 
be regarded as in itself an authority absolutely binding on us 
without regard to the fact whether the doctrine propounded in 
the text has been accepted as a true exposition of the law and 
has been sanctioned by usage and without entering into a con- 
sideration of the question whether the verse of the Dayabhaga on 
which reliance is placed bears on its face evidence of being spuri- 
ous and an interpolation. 

It is not disputed that for two centuries posterior to the pub- 
lication of the Dayabhaga by Jimuta Vahana, no mention is made 
of the son of a co-wife as the heir of the stridhan property of a 
Hindu female. Of the learned commentators who have ex- 
pounded the Dayabhaga, Srinath Acharjya Churamoni and Ram- 
bhadra make no mention of that portion of the text which occurs 
in Chapter IV, Sec. 3, verses 31, 32 and 33 of the Dayabhaga by 
Jimuta Vahana in which the right of the son of the co-wife is 
dealt with, and ignore the right of the son of the co-iJrife entirely. 
Achyuta Chakrabarti considers the reading of the text to he 
questionable, while Maheshwara pronounces it to be spurious 
because otherwise there would be a conflict between that passage 
(1) (1868) 12 Moore I. A. 397 ; 10 W. R. P, C., 17 at 21. 
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and verses II and 12 of section 2 of the same chapter of the Oivil. 

Dayabhaga which was not ‘possible of reconciliation : he is of 1908 . 

> opinion that verse 31 of section 3 merely gives a list of the Purna~andra 
heirs without att^pting to lay down the order of succession, and Bysack, 

in support of this view refers to verse 38 of the same section. He Gopal Lai Sett. 

further expresses the opinion that as the step-son is not the issue 

of the body of the deceased lady, no spiritual benefit could accrue Judgment, 

to her from a pind^ offered by him to his father. Sri Krishna 
Tarkalankara attacks verse 33 an interpolation and condemns 
it as spurious. In his Daya Krama Sangraha, Chap. XI, section 4, 
verses 7 and 8, he places the daughter’s son after the son’s son, 
relying on the text of Manu that “a daughter’s son delivers him 
in the next world like the son of a son.” The^ great-grandson is 
placed next and then the son of the co-wife. * 

It is clear, therefore, that at the outset the balance of autViority, 
so far as it rests in the commentators, is opposed to the view that 
verse 33 of Chapter IV, section 3 of the Dayabhaga by Jimuta 
Vahana correctly lays down the line of inheritance. 

We may add that the view takeitiby Achyuta and Maheswara, 
namely, that the particular text of the Dayabhaga is corrupt and 
probably spurious, receives support from an examination of the 
manuscripts available. 1 hus, although two manuscripts (Nos. 153 
and 580) in the Library of the Government Sanskrit College at 
Calcutta support the reading in ^he printed edition, another manus- 
cript in the same Library (No. 154) gives the contrary reading, 
makes no mention of^the step-son, and places the daughter’s son 
immediately after the son’s son. On the other hand, one of the 
manuscripts (No. 4478) in the Government Collection/ mentions 
not only the stepson but also his son as entitled to preference 
over the daughter’s son. In this conflict of readings, it is 
impossible in our opinion to hold on the printed text that the 
step-son succeeds in preference to the daughter’s son. • 

Coming down to the later authorities, we find that Shyama 
Charan*Sarkar in his Vyavastha Darpana (verses 282 and 283) 
gives the daughter’s son preference in the line of succession to 
the son of the co-wife (see table of inheritance at page 262), and 
approves of*the view taken by Sri Krishna that verse 33 of 
Chapter fV section 3 is an interpolation. Jogendra Smarta 
^ Siromoni in his Commentary on the Hindu Law* (at page 393), 
adopted the line laid down by Sri Krishna. Jogendra* Nath 
Bhattacharyya in his Commentaries on Hindu Law notices (at 
page 590) the conflict between verses ii and 12 of Chapter IV 
• Deposited in the Lilyary of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, 
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section ii of the Dayabhaga by Jimuta and verse 33 of Chapter 
iV, section 3 and accepts the order of succession as laid down 
by Sri Krishna. Sir Gooroodas Banerjee in his lectures on the 
Hindu Law of M|rriage and stridhan (at j)ages 399-401) accepts 
the same view. Golap Chandra Sarkar Sastri in his treatise on 
Hindu Law (page 414) gives the line of inheritance as laid down 
in the Dayabhaga Chapter IV, section 3 verse 33, but is careful 
to point out that as there is a doubt as to the authenticity of that 
passage in the Dayabhaga, the order of succession given in it can 
only be taken as provisional. On the whole, therefore, later 
authorities also go to support the view that verse 33 of section 3 
of Chapter IV of the Dayabhaga of Jimuta is an interpolation. 

Lastly, we l^ave to take into consideration the passage itself 
and its context, and see how far they go to support its genuine- 
ness as a true exposition of the law. Taking the edition of the 
Dayabhaga as translated by Colebrooke, we find that Chapter IV, 
section 2 deals with “ the, succession of a woman’s children to her 
separate property ” and verses ii and 12 place the daughter’s 
son as next in succession to the son’s son. Chapter IV, 
section 3 deals with “ the succession to the separate property 
of a childless woman.” Verses i to 30 deal with the heirs down 
to the husband. Verse 31 commences by stating that on failure 
of heirs down to the husband, Vrihaspati has laid down that 
“ the mother’s sister, the maternal uncle, the father’s sister, the 
mother-in-law, and the wife of an elder brother are pronounced 
similar to mothers.” Then occurs the passage which has been 
used to introduce verses 32 and 33. It runs as follows : “if the}' 
have fio issue of their bodies nor son of a rival wife, nor daugh- 
ter’s son, nor son of those persons, the sister’s son and the rest 
shall take the property.” Following the sequence of the sen- 
tence, the word “they ” in the passage “ if they have, etc.,” would 
naturally refer to the persons previously specified in the section. 
Verse 32 however proceeds to explain verse 31 in a sense abso- 
lutely inconsistent with the context. The learned author is 
dealirlg with the line of succession to a childless woman. There 
can, in the case of such a person, be no question of “ any issue to 
her body.” The explanation which attempts to deal with the 
issue of a childless woman is clearly out of place and meaning- 
less. Then follows verse 33 which commences by raising the 
hypothesis which is impossible having regard to the nature of 
the matter ;being dealt with in the Chapter. It runs thus : — “ If 
there be no legitimate son or daughters ” etc. ; a childless 
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woman however could not have either the one or the other, nor 
could a childless woman have a grandson in the male line. THe 
w^ole ver^e is impossible of reconciliation with th^ context, and 
the con^^luding portion by which the daughter's son of a childless 
woman is postponed in the line of succession % the son of a 
rival wife is, on the face of ft, impossible to understand. The 
right of a daughter’s son to succeed could never come into ques- 
tion in dealing with the property of a childless woman. The 
verse 33, as it stands, is clearly out of place, and construed by the 
context is meaningless. 

The learned counsel for the plaintiff has, however, argued 
that if the verse be an interpolation, it is a very clever one, as 
otherwise the son of the rival wife is given no place in the line 
of succession. There seems little doubt that the terse is ran 
y interpolation, and in Our opinion it is a very clumsy interpolation. 

It is made at a place in which by no process of reasoning it can be 
made to fit, and moreover it creates a contradiction impossible of 
reconciliation with the line of succession as laid down in the 
section of the Chapter immediately preceding it (see verses ii 
and 12 which deal with the succession of a woman’s children to 
her separate property). If, on the other hand, the words “.of the 
rival wife ” be omitted from the last passage in verse 31, the 
passage is consistent with that which precedes it, and if verses 32 
and 33 be struck out, verse*34 f^>llows verse 31 in natural and 
intelligible sequence. For all these reasons, in our opinion ft is 
clear beyond reasonable doubt, both from the passage itself and 
the context, that verses 32 and 33 and the words “ of the rival 
wife” in verse 31 are interpolations and spurious, and theVefore 
they do not give a correct exposition of the law. 

All these circumstances and the balance of authority entirely 
support the conclusion that the verse 33 on which the plaintiff 
relies is a spurious interpolation ; the contention advanced on 
his behalf, which relies on the authenticity of that verse, that tlte 
son of the rival wife is a preferential heir to the daughter's son 
in the line of succession of the ayautuka stridhan property of a If 
Hindu female, fails. We therefore hold that in the present case ^ 
the third groyp of parties, viz.^ the descendants of Radha Kanta ^ 
Sett, the d^ghter’s son of Bhaggobutty Dassee, have a title to the j| 
^shebaitship of the endowed properties preferential* to the plaintiff! 
and the defendants grouped with him who are descendants of j 
Radha Kishen, the son of the rival wife. 

The result of the foregoing findings is that we dispose of thg 
issues framed by the parties as foflows ; ^ 
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1. For the purposes of this case we have only to determine 

who was the preferential heir to the ayautuka stridhan property 
left by Bhaggobutty when the succession opened in 18^42 on the 
death of Udoy Chand, and we find that the heir 
daughter’s son R^dha Kanta Sett. - ^ I ' ^ ^ 

2. Udoy Chand was under the win of Bhaggobutty appoint- 
ed executor of the will and shebait of the endowed property 
for his life-time only. 

3. Udoy had no power to appoint successors to the shebait- 
ship by his will. 

4. Shiba Sundari was not a co-shebait with Udoy Chand 
and she did not succeed him as shebait. She was appointed by 
the High Court to carry on the worship of the idols in accordance 
with the trusts created by the wilt as a temporary arrangement 
pending the administration of the estate of Bhaggobutty Dassee. 

5. This issue is disposed of by the findings on issue 4. 

6. This issue is similarly disposed of. 

7. On the death of Udoy Chand, the right to the shebaitship 
devolved on Radha Kanta Sett, the daughter’s son, and therefore 
the preferential heir of Bhaggobutty Dassee. 

8. ^ Joy Kristo Bysack was a lunatic at the time of Bhaggo- 
butty ’s death, having been declared to be so on a commission 
issued in 1840. He was also a lunatic when the succession to 
the shebaitship opened on the death vof Udoy and so was perma- 
nently excluded from the succession. 

9. Joy Kristo was incapacitated by lunacy from succeed- 
ing both to the stridhan of his mother and to the shebaitship. 

10. The right to the shebaitship had not been determined 
up to the institution of the present suit. 

1 1. The orders passed by the Supreme Court and the High 
Court in the course of the previous suits and proceedings were 
QTierely orders appointing trustees to carry on the worship of 
tlje idols in accordance with the trusts created by the will of 
Bhaggobutty Dassee pending the conclusion of the administration 
of h&r estate. 

12. Neither Behari Lai Sett nor any of the descendants of 
Radha Kanta Sett are bound by the orders passed in those suits 
and proceedings so as in the present suit to be debarred from assert- 
ing their right io the shebaitship of the endowed property. 

13. The question of the distribution of the surplus income 
of the houses in Chowringhee and Pathuriaghatta is resjudicata^ 
so far only as those surplus profits accrued prior to and up to the 
j6th January 1886 and are covered by the decree passed on the 
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14th December 1857 and the isth March 1888 and by the orders 
passed in execution of those ‘decrees. The question of the rigtit 
to the surplus profits subsequent to i6th January 1886 is not res- 
judicata^ but is open to.determination in the present suit. 

14. Bindubashini is not entitled to any share in the surplus 
profits which have accrued since the i6th January 1886. 

♦ 15. Bhaggobutty Dassee disposed, by her will, of all the 
stridhan property of which she died possessed and that question 
was finally determined by the Supreme Court. Under her will, ' 
she created, in favour of the idols named therein, an endowment 
of the whole of her stridhan property. 

16. Gopal Lai is not entitled to be a shebait. 

17. The succession to the shebaitship opened on the death 

of Udoy Chand. ^ ^ ' 

18. The question raised in this issue was not pressed, the 
decision of the Supreme Court having been accepted as final 
that all the stridhan property left by. Bhaggobutty Dassee was 
her ayautuka stridhan, 

19. Shiba Sundari was associated with Udoy Chand only 
for the purpose of assisting him with advice in conducting the 
worship of the idol Ananda Moye Thakurani and of n’o other 
idol. 

20. The Thakurs dealt with in the will are Issur Thakur 
Gopal Lalji, Issur Thakuram Airanda Mo3^e, and the Thakur whose 
shrine stood on the banks of the Bhagirathi river. 

21. The will di^rects that the expenses of the worship of 
the Thakurani Ananda Moye are to be defrayed from the profits 
of the two houses in Chowringhee and Pathufiaghatta, that the 
expenses of the worship of the Thakur Gopal Lalji are to be 
defrayed from the profits of the garden called Gopal Lalji’s 
garden in Sinti, and the worship of this Thakur as well as of the 
Thakur at the ghat on the Bhagirathi river are also to b*e 
defrayed from the interest of the money invested in Governmefit 
paper. * There is a further provision that the expenses of the 
Pujah of Issuri Saradea will be defrayed from the profits of two 
baitakhana houses purchased by Bhaggobutty Dassee in the name 
of Udoy Ch^nd. 

22. This issue, on the findings at which we have arrived, 
t really requires no answer ; we hold however that there was no 

estoppel. 

23. It has not been established that any expenses have 
been incurred by defendants Noj. 7 and 8 on the worship of the 
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Thakurs since the i6th January i886 up to date. If they have 
Incurred any expenses they are entitled to have them defrayed 
out of the assets of the trust estate ! and we direct the*Registrar 
to make an inquiry into this matter and to ascertain and •report 
what sum, if any, is due'to defendants 7 and 8 out of the trust 
estate from the I2th April 1892. ' If any sum should on such 
enquiry be found due to them and so reported to this Court, it 
will be open to the shebaits to put in an application, if so advised, 
for the purpose of ascertaining what if any shares belonging to 
the trust estate were in the hands of Nirmal on the 12th April 
1892 or have from time to time come into his hands against which 
the sum so found might be set off. 

24. This issue calls for no answer in this suit, as we hold that 
Joy Kristo inherited no title to the shebaitship when the succes-^ 
sion opened on the death of Udoy Chand. 

25. Shiba Sundari was not a shebait of Ananda Moye 
Thakurani and defendants Nos, 7 and 8 are not now entitled to 
the shebaitship of that idol. 

26. This issue cannot he answered on the materials now 
before us. 

The result therefore of the above* findings is that we hold that 
the right to the shebaitship of the endowed property lies with 
defendants forming the third group, namely the descendants of 
Radha Kanta Sett. It seems howevef^ desirable that, in order to 
provide for the due carrying out of the trust created by the will, 
a proper scheme should be framed for carrying on the trust. 

The shebaits and the present living representatives of Bhaggo- 
butty ‘Dassee will put in a scheme, if agreed, or schemes, if not, for 
carrying out the trust for the approval of the Court within four 
months of this date. Copies of the scheme or schemes will be 
furnished to the plaintiff who will be heard with regard to them, 
if he so desires it, before the scheme is finally approved. 

Lastly, we have to deal with the question of costs. The 
plaintiff has no doubt failed in this suit, so far as his claim to the 
shebaitship is based on his right by inheritance. The object of 
the suit was further to have the will of Bhaggobutty Dassee cons- 
trued with the view that the trusts created thereby, which have 
been allowed to fall into neglect, might be properly enforced, and 
a scheme frame'd for the due administration of the trust and for the 
performance of the religious ceremonies for which the trust was 
created^ The defendants who are descendants of Radha Kanta 
Sett and whose right to the shebaitship has been established to 
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the satisfaction of this Courts have never interested themselves 4o 
secure the assertion of their rights and in this suit have appeared 
as defendants only, and in their defence they have raised a cross 
claim. Though •they have succeeded to the extent that their’ 
claim has been allowed, they cannot be held to be entitled to their 
costs in supporting a claim which they never attempted by any 
independent action to enforce. The defendant Gopal Lall by 
virtue of his appointment as co-trustee was a necessary defendant 
to the suit, and in consequence of his position has set up an in- 
dependent claim. He is not in the position of a person who has 
needlessly opposed the plaintiff’s suit, though both he and the 
plaintiff have failed to establish their claims to the shebaltship. 

Really, in the present case, there are only thr^e groins of opj^os- 
^ ing parties, and under these conditions it was quite unnecessary 
for the different members forming these groups to be represented 
in this case by separate counsel. The result has been rather to 
embarrass us in the decision by the ihtroduction of conflicting 
and inconsistent arguments, and, as in the case of Kanai Lai, to 
advance contentions which had afterwards to be withdrawn as 
untenable. The fact that in the previous proceedings the Court 
directed that the costs of the parties should be paid out of the 
trust estate appears to have encouraged the different members of 
the different groups to comp forward with separate counsel and 
separate cases in th^ belief that not they but the estate would 
suffer in the event of their failure. 

We do not think* that in the present case we ought to debit 
the costs of the parties against the funds to the credit of the trust. 
The plaintiff appears to be the only person who has taken any 
interest in securing the due performance of the trusts created by 
the will, but as he has failed to establish his claim to the shebait- 
ship he is not entitled to his costs out of t!ie trust property. 
consider that the conduct of the different parties to the siyt 

disentitles all of them to recover their costs from the •trust 

« 

property, and we accordingly direct that all the parties da bear 
their own costs, except that the plaintiff do pay the costs of 
the infant defendants, of and incidental to the appointment of 
their guardians. 

s. c. R. 
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Present ; — Lord Robertson^ Lord Atkinson^ Lord Colli\^Sy Sir 
Andrew Scohlk and Sir Artliiir Wilson. 

MAHOMED ALI HAIDAR KHAN and another, 

HEIRS AND LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES OF 

MAHOMED ALI AMJAD KHAN 

V. 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA IN COUNCIL 

AND OTHERS. 

[On Ai»peal from the High Court oi^ Judicature at Fort 
^ „ William in Bengai..] 

Iteguliition III of 1891 {the Sy/hot Jhnni Iteg ulatio}.)—' Co)U‘idoration-s of law 
invoiced in the process of reasoniag — Jhum cultivation, nature of — Govern' 
menfs claim to conjiscate proprietary rights — Burden of proof — 
Projrrietary title — Long possession and enjoyment. 

When lands have long been in the enjoyment ol the zemindar and il is 
asserted by Government that they'' are entitled to confiscate the proprietary 
rights upon payment of compensation under Reg III of 1891, the 07ins is 
upon the Government to show that the facts 6f the case arc such as to bring it 
within the operation of the Regulation. 

To bring a case within the Regulation it is not sufficient to show that at 
the time of the Permanent Settlcineut the mcomc from Jhum cultivation was 
taken into account as asset for purposes of assessment ; it must also be shown 
that the income taken into account was derived from Jhum cultivation carried 
on beyond the limits of the settled estate. 

The question whether Jhum lauds lay within or without the limits of the 
settled estate is not necessarily a question of fact, specially if at every point in 
the process of the reasoning considerations of law have to be regarded. 

Long possess! 3n of land m assertion of a particular title may be relied 
upon as proof of that title. 

Appeal from a judgment and decree of the High Court of 
Judicature at Fort William, in Bengal (March 29, 1904) which 
affirnted a judgment and decree 01 the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge of Sylhet (April 15, 1899). 

The principal questions raised on the appeal were the nature 
and extent of the appellants' rights over the land iri suit and the 
application thereto of Regulation III of 1891. 

On May 16, 1891 the Sylhet Jhum Regulation (III of 1891) 
was passed. Material parts of the Regulation are set out in their 
Lordships’ judgment. In the exercise of the power vested in him 
by the Regulation, the Commissioner of Assam, on July 25, 1891 
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notified in the Assam Gazette that the Regulation would be put 
into force in certain areas 'from the ist October following. 

X Among the tracts of land to which the notification related, was 
the are«, which w;as the^subject of the present litigation, and was 
known as Mouzah Puber Pahar situated on the eastern border of 
Pergunnah Langla in the Sylhet District. 

On April 13, 1897, Mahomed Ali Amjad Khan instituted the 
suit in the Court of the Subordinate Judge of Sylhet. The 
defendants were the Secretary of State for India in Council, and 
nineteen persons who, jointly with the plaintiff, held. fractional shares 
in the villages described in Schedule V annexed to the plaint. The 
plaintiff alleged that he was the sole owner of certain villages des- 
cribed in Schedule IV, attached to the plaint, i\nd part owner of 
certain villages described in'Schedule V ; that the land describedfin 
Schedule II appertained to the taluqs mentioned in Schedifle IV, 
and, the land described in Schedule III to the taluqs mentioned 
in Schedule V of the plaint ; and that h§ was .still in possession 
of the lands. The entire tract in dispute was described in 
Schedule I to the plaint. The plaintiff claimed to be the sole 
and exclusive owner of the land of Schedule II, and to be part 
owner of the land of SchecTuIe III on the grounds that the lands 
in dispute (known as the lands of Puber Pahar or Easten Hill) 
were part and parcel of the permanently settled lands described 
in Schedules IV anc^ V attathed to the plaint, not lands in which 
he and his co-sharers had merely the Jhum rights, and that ‘by 
adverse possession fey- over 60 years he had acquired a title 
against the Government. The plaint also stated that under the 
Permanent Settlement, the settlement-holders of those estates 
were given absolute proprietary right to the land described in 
Schedule I ; and that the highest Revenue Author ities had 
decided that those lands appertained to the permanently settled 
estates. The plaint further alleged that the Regulation III ok 
1891 was utta vires and that in any event it had no operation cfti 
the rights of the plaintiff, and prayed for, among other things, 
the following declarations : — 

(a ). — That on a declaration that the land of Schedule I, 
does notcomd within the purview of the Sylhet Jhum Regulation, 
a decree ihay be awarded confirming the plaintiffs absolute 

I*" proprietary right and the right created by possession over 60 
years in respect of the whole of the land of Schedule II and of 

152827 

^3837' share of the land of Schedule III. 
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(^). — That a decree may be awarded declaring that notifica- 
tion No. 2788 issued by the Chief Commissioner of Assam and 
published in the Assam Gazette of the 25th July 1891 have not 
affected and could not affect the plaintiff.s right and posse'^sion in 
respect of the disputed lands under the Permanent Settlement 
and by virtue of possession for over 60 years. 

In his written statement, dated September ii, 1897, the 
Secretary of State for India in Council denied that the lands in suit 
were included in the taluqs or estates named or that the plaintiff 
had acquired any title to the land by adverse possession. With 
reference to the other allegations made in the plaint, it was 
stated, in answer, that all that the highest Revenue Authority 
admitted was that the plaintiff had Jhum rights attached to the 
lands in dispute, but it was contended that, even if it were admit- 
ted that the plaintiff and his co-sharers really had such Jhtm 
rights they had been extinguished by Regulation III of 1891. 

The Subordinate Judge framed eight issues, of which the 
three following are material : — 

5th : — Whether the lands specified in Schedules II and III 
appertain to the taluqs mentioned in Schedules IV and V of the 
plaint respectively ? 

6th ; — Whether the land in dispute does not he within the 
limits of the perma^nently settled estates and therefore it comes 
within the operation of the Jimm Regulations ? 

7th : — Whether the plaintiff has acquired any title to the 
disputed land by adverse possession and whether the plaintiff 
is in possession of the same or not and whether the plaintiff has 
the alleged share in the land specified in Schedule III of the 
plaint or not ? 

The documentary evidence relied upon by the plaintiff may 
be summarised as follows ; — 

" The records of the decennial settlement afterwards made 
permanent were not forthcoming, but the Mauzawari papers for 
the year 1208 B. S. (1801-1802 A. D.) showed that the income 
derived from Puber Pahar was included in the collections of 
the villages described in Schedules IV and V of the plaint, and 
the Mauzawari papers for the years 1209 B.S. (1802-1803 A.D) 
and 1236 B.S. (1829-1830 A.D.) contained the following 
remarks : — . 

“ This quantity is estimated by sight only, but it may be 
less or more on inquiry being made in the Pergunnah. The 
dastuf of Jhum cultivation is« this \—^Jhum is not cultivated in 
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one place every year. When jand is found anywhere within the^e 
boundaries Jhtim cultivation is made thereon, and after measure- 
ment and assessment the Mirasdars take the rest by apportionment 
accordihg to their respective shares in the Jhnm revenue at the 
time of the hasthnd measurement. This hill is Jummai.” 

The latter statements referred to Mouzah Puber Pahar, and 
purported to be statements “ of mahals chuckla Sylhet, except the 
abadi and jungle l^Pnds of taluks, belonging to Mirasdars accord- 
ing to the hastbud prepared by Mr. John Willes.” 

There was documentary evidence to show that from 1837 
the plaintiff’s predecessors in title received kabuliyats from 
persons carrying on Jhiim cultivation on the lands in question. 

About the year 1840 the Government granted ^ lease ^f 
certain lands, not s^tled at the time of the permanent settle- 
'ment, to Crum Singh Hazari and Crobind Singh Hazari. The 
lands leased were in the neighbouring pergunnah Patharia. 
The lessees made an attempt to realise rents from tenants culti- 
vating in Puber Pahar. Gour Ali Khan, the predecessor in 
title of the plaintiff, made objections, which were, on December 
14, 1842, decided in his favour by the Munsif of Hingajia^ who 
held that “ it was satisfactorily proved that.the Jhnm lands, on 
account of the disputed rents as stated by the plaintiffs, belong to 
the jammai taluqs possessec^ by the Mirasdars of Langla Per- 
gunnah.” That finding was affirmed on appeal by the Distriict 
Judge of Sylhet by judgment dated May 20, 1843. 

After inquiry an* order was made on September 18, 1848, 
excluding Mouzah Puber Pahar as lands permanently settled 
from the area of land claimed by the Government, as land 
in regard to which a settlement was still to be made. 

Later on further measurements were made of the Govern- 
ment lands, and in the maps prepared a large area of Puber Pahar^ 
was included. On objection the Revenue Commissioner of Dacc^ 
ordered the exclusion from the map of the area claimed as .part 
of the estate of the plaintiff. • 

On September 14, 1855 the Board of Revenue again affirmed 
the title of the Plaintiff, and directed a refund of all moneys 
wrongly collected by the Government. 

In the year i860, some portion of Puber Pahar was again 
^eluded iq maps prepared of the Government lands, and was re- 
leased by an order dated February 28, 1861. 

Since then the plaintiff remained in undisputed and undis- 
turbed possession of Puber Pahar.® 
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On April 15, 1899, the Subordinate Judge delivered his 
judgment. He decided that the plaintiff failed to show that the 
disputed land Was included in the permanently settled estates, and 
it necessarily followed that it did not appertain to the tUluqs, or 
estates, mentioned in Schedules JV and V of the plaint ; and that 
the land in dispute was beyond the limits of the permanently 
settled estates, and therefore that land came within the operation 
of Regulation III of 1891. On the question of» possession he was 
of opinion that the leases and accounts filed by the plaintiff were 
genuine. The earliest lease was dated December 28, 1837, and 
he considered that possession for 60 years was, therefore, not 
proved: He was also of opinion that the nature of the acts of 
possession indicated a casual interest and not an absolute interest 
in the land which could by prescription mature into ownership. 
In consequence of those findings he made a decree dismissing 
the plaintiff’s suit with costs. 

The plaintiff Mahotned Ali Amjad Khan died pendente lite 
and on his death his heirs and legal representatives Mahomd Ali 
Haider Khan and Mahomed Ali Asgar Khcin, minors through 
their next friend L. W. Lydiard, manager under the Court of 
Wards, were brought on record. 

Against the decree of the Subordinate Judge the appellants 
appealed to the High Court of Judicature at Fort William, in 
Bengal, which Court delivered its judgment on March 29, 1904, 
and agreed with the Subordinate Judge that the appellants 
failed to prove that the lands in suit lay v within the boundaries of 
his permanently settled taluqs. The Court, therefore, decided 
that the appellants did not prove that a permanent settlement 
of the lands in dispute had been made with their predecessors in 
title, and that the rights exercised by them over those lands were 
not exercised in such a manner as to confer a title by adverse 
jpossebsioii. In the result a decree was made dismissing the 
appeal with costs. 

.Against the decree of the High Court the appellants 
appealed to His Majesty in Council. Of the respondents only 
the Secretary of State for India in Council appeared. 

Sir Robert Finlay^ K,C.^ and Mr, DeGruyther^ K,C,^ for the 
Appellants, referred to the Assam Code (Ed. 1897) the Sylhet 
Jhum Regulation, 1891 (Regulation III) ; Regulation 1011793, 
s. 10 ; Regulation VIII of 1793, ss. 23-25 ; the fifth report from 
the Select Committee on the affairs of the East India Company, 
Yol, I, Bengal Presidency, (Madras Edition, 1883), pp. 14, 18, 21, 
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22, 23 (top o0» 139) 146 (recommendation), 147, 150, 568 

(third resolution), 569, 571 (fifth resolution), 580, 585, 592, 609, 
611, 613, 616, 626 and 630 ; the Assam Land Revenue Manual, 
by E.^A. Gait, (Calcutta Edition, 1896), pp. CXXV (refers to 
the permanent settlement in Sylhet),* CXXVIII (refers to the 
settlement of the Sylhet District carried out by Mr. Willes), 
CXXIX, CXXXII, CXXXIV, 132 and 137 ; and Directions for 
Revenue Officers in the North-Western Provinces of. the Bengal 
Presidency (Calcutta Edition 1850). The officers of Government, 
who made settlements, were allowed to take into account only 
assets arising out of the estate. They could not lawfully take into 
account any asset that did not arise out of the estate. The 
evidence clearly shows that profits of the lands in suit were 
taken into account in settling the appellants’ taluks. ‘It 
must be presumed that in this case the officers of Govern- 
ment duly followed the course laid down by law and included 
the profits of the lands in suit in estimating the assets of 
the appellants’ taluqs because the land formed part of the 
appellants’ estate. The land in suit; is, therefore, beyond the 
scope of Regulation III of 1891. It is for the Government 
to show that the lands in suit are ‘beyond the limits.of the 
ippellants’ estate, and unless the Government succeeds in 
showing that the lands are so situated, the appellants are 
entitled to succeed. ^ Whether the lands in dispute are within 
?r ‘beyond’ the limits of the appellants’ estates is not merely a 
question of fact. In the consideration of that question, as already 
ihown, considerations of law are involved. 

The Mouzavvari papers for 1802-1803 and 1829- 1830’ show 
hat the lands in dispute were included in the appellants’ estates 
LS Mirasdar, />., proprietor and was assessed to revenue as such, 
"rom the date of the Settlement the appeUants and their prede- 
:essors in title have held continuous possession of the lands* 
eceived rents realised therefrom and paid revenue originally 
issessed, thereon. The word Jhum means a hill or forest viJlage. 
The cultivation in such a village would naturally be sMfting 
There is nothing in the word itself, or its use, to indicate that a 
nil or forest village cannot form a portion of Zamindar’s estate 
o which fcis title was recognised at the permanent settlement. 
Vfter a review of the whole of the evidence it was* submitted that 
he evideflce on record proved the title of the appellants and 
hat the decree of the High Court should be reversed. For the 
aeaning of the word ‘ntahal’ reference w^s tnade to the Reguja- 
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tions of the Bengal Code, by C. D. Field, (Calcutta Edition, 1875) 
Introduction, p. 25. 

Mr, Coheuy K,C, and Mr, Ross^ for the Respondent the Secre- 
tary of State for India in Council: Regulation III of 1891 is 
passed under the authority of 33 Viet. c.‘=3, and is not ultra vires. 
A reference to the Preamble of R^egulation III of 1891 and the 
Assam District Gazetteer, Vol 2, Sylhet, pp. 212 et seq., shows that 
the contention that there is a strong presumption in this case that 
the lands in suit formed part of the appellants’*'taluqs because the 
officers of Government, who made the assessments, were not 
allowed by law to take into account the profits of any land that 
did not form part of the estate settled, is untenable. It is clear 
from these authorities that the officers making permanent 
settlement, in the District of Sylhet did include among the assets 
of the estates settled ‘the income then deri^^ed by the proprietors 
of those estates from shifting cultivatioST carried on by them 
beyond the limits of those estates.’ The lands in dispute are 
beyond the limits of the appellants’ taluqs. It is for the appel- 
lants to show that those lands are within the limits of their 
taluqs. Both Courts in India have laid the burden of proof on 
the appellants and come to concurrent findings that the appel- 
lants have failed in proving that the lands in suit were within the 
limits of their permanently settled estates. 

(Lord Cou.ins : Concurrent findings seem to be conjectures, 
not findings.) 

Mr. Cohen : The question whethei the lands are within or 
beyond the limits of the appellants’ settled’ estates is treated in 
both Courts in India as a question of fact. The first time it was 
contended that it was a question of law is when the appellants 
presented their petition to the High Court for leave to appeal to 
His Majesty in Council. It is now too late to allow the appel- 
lants to raise that contention and it is submitted that such a con- 
tention is not open to them. There are also concurrent findings 
of the Courts in India, that the appellants failed to prove, as 
contended in their plaint, their title to the lands in suit by ad- 
verse possession of 60 years. It is submitted that the document- 
ary evidence on record, taken as a whole, clearly shows that the 
officers who effected the permanent settlements of the appellants’ 
taluqs, included, for the purposes of assessment among the assets 
of those taluqs, under the name of Jhum, the income then derived 
by the proprietors of those taluqs from shifting cultivation, 
9arri^d on by ^he proprietors or ^heir dependants beyond th§ 
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limits of those taluqs ; and fifrther, that the areas of such cultiva- 
tion were^altogether undefined, and varied in .different years. 
The laijds so undefined could not be and were not, included in the 
settled areas ; an 3 it is further submitted that this state of things 
is exactly what the Legislature Contemplated when Regulation III 
of 1891 was passed. The decrees of the lower Courts are right 
and ought to be confirmed. 

For the meaning of the word ‘mahal’ reference was made to 
the Glossary of Indian Terms by Wilson. 

Mr. DcGruythcr replied. 

The judgment of their Lordships was delivered by . 

Sir Arthur Wilson: — This is an appeal. against a judg- 
ment and decree of the High Court of Calcutta, dated the 29th 
March 1904, which ^rmed the judgment and decree of the 
Subordinate Judge of Sylhet, dated the 15th April 1899. 

The question raised upon the appeal is whether Regulation 
III. of 1891, issued under the authority of the Act 33 Viet., C. 3, 
can properly be applied in the case, of certain lands known by 
the name of Puber Pahar. 
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The regulation in questton begins with a most useful pream- 
ble, which recites as follows ; — 

Whereas the officers who effected the permanent settlements 
of certain estates in the distwct of Sylhet included, for the pur- 
poses of assessment, among the assets of those estates, under the 

designation of jhtun the income then derived 

by the proprietors of those estates from shifting cultivation 
carried on by them or their dependants beyond the limits of 
those estates, and from tolls levied by them on forest-produce 
cut, gathered or enjoyed in places beyond the limits of those 
estates . . , . ; ^ 

And whereas, inasmuch as the said cultivation and the* 
operations of those who cut, gathered or enjoyed the said forest^ 
produce -shifted from year to year over immense and altogelher 
undefined areas, the tracts of land over which they extended 
were not specified at the time of the settlement, and, in conse- 
quence of thisf rights of various, and in some cases vague, descrip- 
tions are fi^m time to time asserted by the said proprietors over 
immense and undefined areas ; 

And whereas it is thus impossible for any person to obtain a 
safe and clear title to land in those areas, and the extension of 
cultivations is, in consequence^ imgeded ; 

And whereas it is expedient that the rights, if any, corres* 
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ponding to the said jhttm . , . , , assets should be com- 
muted. 

Section 2 enacts that : — 

All rights . . in respect of which jhiint . . assets were 

assessed in any permanent settlement of land, or which have been 
at any time acquired by virtue of or under cover of such assess- 
ment shall be deemed to have been extinguished. 

And Section 3 declares that all proprietors of such estates 
shall be entitled to compensation. 

The nature of jhtim cultivation is explained in an early 
official document relating to the hill lands in question : — 

“ That the dastiir of jhum cultivation is this : jhtim is not 
cultivated <in one place every year. When land is found any- 
where within these boundaries jhiim cultivation is made thereon, 
and after measurement and assessment the Mirasdars take the 
rest by apportionment according to their respective shares in the 
jhum revenue at the time of the hastbud measurement.” 

And that description seems to be correct to the present day. 

After the passing of the Regulation the Government of 
Assam, whose jurisdiction included Sylhet, issued and published 
orders in due course, extending the Regulation to the areas in 
question, with others. 

The question, therefore, raised in the case and discussed 01 
this appeal is whether the Regulation can be put in force with 
reference to the lands to which it is sought to apply it. Thos( 
lands have undoubtedly been long in the enjoyment (sucl 
enjoyment as is practically possible under the circumstances o 
the case) of the appellants’ predecssors in title. The Govern 
ment claims to apply to these lands a Regulation which woul( 
have the effect of confiscating proprietary rights, and givinj 
compensation in exchange. Under these conditions their Lord 
Sjhips think it clear that it lies upon the Government to sho^ 
that ‘ the facts of the case are such as to bring it within th 
operation of the Regulation— in other words, that the preser 
^case is one in which, at the Permanent Settlement, in makin 
settlement of certain taluqs with the appellants’ precedessors i 
title, the officers of Government included, for the^*purposes ( 
assessment, among the assets of those taluqs the income derive 
by their owners from jhum cultivation carried on beyond tl 
limits of the settled estate. 

That the taluqs now held by the appellants were setth 
at the Permanent Settlement is beyond dispute, and that 
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the estimating the assets of tjiose taluqs the profits of the present 
{hum lands were then brought into account is also beyond 
dispute. *But according to the appellants thd^e profits were 
taken into accoftnt because the jhupi lands formed part of the 
settled estate ; while, according to the other side, the jhum 
land profits were taken into account as assets accruing to the 
owners of the settled estate, but derived from lands lying outside 
it. The questioif is which of these views is to be accepted. 

It was contended on behalf of the Secretary of State that 
the question whether the jhuni lands lay within or without the 
limits of the settled estates was a question of fact, and that their 
Lordships should accept the concurrent findings of 'the two 
Courts in India. This contention their Lordships are unable to 
accept. In a sense, the question is one of fact ; but at every 
point in the process of the reasoning considerations of law have 
to be regarded. 

It was contended on the other side that, under the Regula- 
tions in force at the time of the Permanent Settlement, no assets 
could lawfully be taken into account in settling the jumma of an 
estate, except those arising out of the estate itself ; and that 
this consideration established a very strong presumption that 
in any individual case the course in accordance with law had 
been followed. But this contention was met, and in their 
Lordships’ opinion tsffectively met, by a reference to the preamble 
of the Regulation under consideration. That preamble shows that 
the course said to have been impossible was in fact followed, 
rightly or wrongly, and followed in a number of cases sufficient 
to render legislation desirable. It remains, however, to consider, 
in each case that comes before the Courts, whether the facts 
bring the case within the operation of the Regulation. 

The taluqs in which the lands in Question are said to have 
been included were, no doubt, settled at the decennial settlement, 
and that settlement was in due course made permanent. ^But* as 
might be expected after so great a lapse of time, little now 
survives of the original official papers, and what does survive is 
not very ea§y to construe. 

The ^ost important of the early documents are certain 
Mouzawari papers from 1801-02 onwards. These show clearly 
that, in* assessing the taluqs, the jhum assets were taken into 
account. But this, as has been shown, is a neutral fact consistent 
with the case of either party. Beyond this it is difficult to carry 
the effect of those papers* • 
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Those papers were examined in detail by Counsel upon bofe] 
sides on the argument of the appeal. It appears to thei 
Lordships unnecessary to repeat that examination. It is enougl 
to say that there are circumstances favourable to one side am 
circumstances favourable to the other, but that no confiden 
conclusion could be drawn from these papers either one way o 
the other. 

Reliance was also placed upon certain tbakbast maps, bu 
these are equally inconclusive. 

The only other matter which remains to be considered is th( 
evidence as to possession and enjoyment of the lands in questior 
on the part of the plaintiff and those who preceded him. In the 
Courts in India the plaintiff sought to establish a title by 
adverse, possession for sixty years. In thisthe was held to have 
failed, and on the argument of the appeal no such case was 
contended for, but the evidence of possession and enjoyment was 
relied upon as proof of title. 

Regarded in this light, that evidence is important and it all 
points one way. It was shown that from as early as 1837 the 
appellants’ predecessors in title received kabuliyats from persons 
carrying on jhum cultivation on the lands in question. 

In 1842 and 1843 those predecessors in title succeeded in 
defeating an attempt to exercise rigljts over these lands on the 
part, of the persons interested in an adjoining Mouza. 

On several occasions in subsequent years the appellants’ 
predecessors successfully resisted proposals on the part of Revenue 
Officers^ of Government to settle portions of these hill lands 
as ilam lands open for settlement. The most important instance 
was one that terminated in an order passed by the Board of Revenue 
(the highest Revenue Authority in the Province) dated the 
14th September 1855. Itlhad been proposed to offer for settlement 
a portion of the lands now in suit as ilam lands. This was 
objected to by the appellants’ predecessors. The Collector over- 
ruled the objection but the Board of Revenue, concurring with the 
Commissioner, reversed that finding, and on the ground, as their 
rardships understand it, that the lands were included in the 
Permanent Settlement. After that the possession and ecijoyment 
of the appellants and those through whom they claim seem to 
have been continuous. 

Their Lordships will humbly advise His Majesty that the 
appeal should be allowed, that the decrees of the Courts in India 
should be set aside, with the coks, and a decree made granting 

o 
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the appellants the deolaration asked for by the plaint. The 
respondent, the Secretary pf State, will pay the costs of this 
Appeal. 

Messrs T. L. Wilson Co., — Solicitors for tlie Appellants. 

Solicitor, India Office,— Solicitor for the Secretary of State 
for India in Council. 

j. M. p. Appeal allowed. 


P, p. 


1908. 

Mahomed All Haidar 
Khan 

V. 

The Secretary of 
State for India 
in Council, 

Sir Arthur Wilson^ 


Present : Lord Robertson^ Lord Atkinson Lord Collins,, Sir 
Andrew Scnhle,, and Sir Arthur Wilson, 

KALKA PARSHAD and others ’ 
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MATIiyRA PARSHAD and others. . 7^7 

[On Appeal frow the Court of the Judicial Commissioner • 27 . 

OF OUDH.J , 


EMoppel-^Ahandonmeyit of point in the lower appellate Court— Formal admis- 
Hion,impofisil)ihtyof—E.t;aminat}onof «77 the snrrotoidnig circumstances 
—El f deuce — Adm ty—Fed igrees — Fam tly record.'i. 

Where the ludgment of the Appellate Court contained a statement that a 
larticular point had been abandoned, wliich statonrent was challenged, the 
iidicial Committee considered the surrounding circumstances and held that 
he point had not been abandoned. 

In support of a claim based oil an alleged right of inheritance, .three 
.ledigrces were produced. 

IIeld—(\) that one of these pedigrees which had been drawn xvg po,^t litem 
lotam^ was inailmissible in evidence ; (2) that another pedigree was admissible 
IS a declaration made by a deceased member of the family touching tHe family 
eputation or tradition on the subject of its descent ; to make this pedigree 
uadmissible, it was not sufficient to show that when it was drawn up, there 
ras some dispute between the parties ; it was necessary to prove that the 
latter now in controversy, after the statement, wus in controversy then, before 
le statement and (3) that the third pedigree was admissible, for though nBt 
roved by the maker, it had been adopted by a member of the family, and vVas 
ot made^^e^^ litem motam^ • 

Freeman v. Phillips (1), Shrewsbury Peerage (2) and Dnhe of Devomhire y. 
^eill (3) followed. 

Appeal from a judgment and decree of the Court of the 
udicial Commissioner of Oudh (April 17, 1906) reversing a 
ecree of*the Court of the Subordinate Jpdge of Unao 
December 16, 1903) (4). 


(1) (1816) 4 M. & S. 486, 494, 497. (2) (18.57) 7 H. L C 1, 22. 

(3) (1876-1877) L. R. 2, Ir. 132. 

^4) Ma thura Parshad v. Kalka Parlhad, 9 Oudh Cases ?39, 
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The property (which was immovable) in suit belonged to 
Oiie Gur Sahai, who died about 18^7 ; Gur Sahai was succeeded 
by his widow Musammat Parbati ; who died on March 22, 1896. 
After her death the first Respondent Mathura Parshad, who was 
the son of the sister of Gur Sahai took possession of the property, 
and succeeded in obtaining mutation of names in his favour in 
the Revenue Court, 

On May 20, 1901, the appellants, Kalka Parshad, Durga 
Parshad and Sunder Lai, instituted the present suit in the Court 
of the Subordinate Judge of Hardoi to recover possession of the 
estate of Gur Sahai. The original defendants were the first 
respondent Mathura Parshad (defendant jNc, i), the second 
respondent Khan Bahadur Chaudhri Muhammad Nasarat Ali 
(defendant No. 2, to whom, it was alleged, that the bulk of the 
property in suit had been illegally transferred), and defendants 
Nos. 3 to 7, to whom, it was also alleged, that portions of the 
property had been illegally transferred. With the latter the 
appeal had no concern. They did not attempt to defend the 
validity of the alienations made to them, a decree was made by 
the Subordinate Judge against them, and against that decree 
they did not appeal. The plaintiff alleged (inter alia) that after 
the death of Musammat Parbati, their father, one Sheo Sahai, 
who died on September 22, 1899, was the nearest surviving heir 
of Gur Sahai, the last male owner of the property, and as such, 
entitled to obtain possession thereof from the defendants. The 
following pedigree* was filed by the appellants to show their 
alleged relationship. 

A written statement in defence was filed by Mathura Parshad, 
and Chaudhri Nasarat Ali filed a separate written statement. 
The defences were (inter alia) that Sheo Sahai was not the next 
reversioner, and that either persons claimed title as reversioners 
who were necessary parties to the suit. Mathura Parshad filed a 
pedigree, which showed that Gur Sahai was not descended from 
Part^b Mai, son of Chajmal Das, but from another son of Chajmal 
• Das, a younger brother of Partab Mai, named Shiam Das ; that 

Sahai stood in the 15th degree from the common ancestor, 
Chajmal Das, and Sheo Sahai in the i6th degree and that the 
third respondent Sita Ram, the fourth respondent Manohar 
Lai, the fifth respondent Ram Sahai, and the sixth respondent 
Gur Parshad, who survived Musammat Parbati, were related to 
Gur Sahai in the same degree as Sheo Sahai. In consequence of 
the last mentioned plea eleven persons were added as defendants, 

^ See next page. 
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who alleged that they in varying shares were jointly entitled with 
Sheo Sahai as heirs of Gur Sahai. Of those eleven persons, only 
four whbse names are mentioned above, were respondents Co the 
appeal. Thus there were three appellants and six respondents 
to the appeal. 

Of the eleven issues framed by the Subordinate Judge, it is 
necessary to mention here only the following : — 

2. the genealogical table filed by plaintiffs ’correct ? 

3. If so, is Sheo Sahai the nearest heir to Gur Sahai under 
the Hindu Shastra ? 

After the evidence both orat and documentary was recorded 
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by the Subordinate Judge of Hardoi, who admitted, among 
others, the three pedigrees discussed in the judgment of their 
Lordships, the case was transferred to the Court of the Subor- 
dinate Judge of Unao, who delivered his judgment on De(;ember 
1 6, 1903. He found that the appellants had proved the pedigree 
filed by them ; that at the death of ’Musammat Parbati, there was 
no heir living who was nearer to her husband, Gur Sahai, than 
Sheo Sahai, the father of the appellants ; and that as against 
the latter, the first respondent had no right to the property, and 
the transfers made by him were clearly invalid. Accordingly he 
decreed the claim of the appellants with costs. 

Against that decree the first and second respondents filed 
one appeal, and the third respondent filed another appeal in 
the» Court ‘of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh. The two 
appeals^ were disposed of by one judgment delivered on September 
18, 1905, by two learned Judges. They examined in detail the 
documentary evidence of the appellants, upon which the 
Subordinate Judge relied, and decided that the greater portion, 
including the three pedigrees discussed in their Lordships’ 
judgment, was not admissible in evidence. With regard to the 
oral evidence of the appellants to prove the pedigree filed by 
them, the learned judges, held that it was of as little value as the 
documentary evidence, and remarked that, at the hearing of the 
appeal, practically no attempt was niade to support the finding 
of the Subordinate Judge. They were of opinion that the 
pedigree put forward by the appellants was not proved, but that 
on the pedigree admitted by Mathura Parshad, the appellants 
were entitled to succeed to a one-fifth share m the property in 
suit, the remaining four-fifths vesting in Sita Ram, Ram Sahai, 
Manohar Lai, and Gur Pershad. Decrees were accordingly made 
modifying the decree of the Subordinate Judge, and awarding to 
tbe appellants a one-fifth share in the estate of Gur Sahai. 

ti On December 16, 1905, the first and second respondents 
applied to the Court of the Judicial Commissioner for review of its 
judgment dated September 18, 1905 on the grounds, among 
others, mentioned in their Lordships’ judgment. On April 17, 
1906, that Court made an order which concluded that “Sheo 
Sahai, the plaintiffs’ father, being sixteenth in desceiiw from the 
common ancestor, Chajmal Das, was not a S'lmanodaka of Gur 
Sahai,* and was not entitled to succeed to his property. As 
according to the Mitakshara, the right to succeed depends on 
propinquity of relationship, and the person who is sixteenth 
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from the common ancestor ^an scarcely be said to be a relatioi^at 
all, while the sister’s son is a Bandhuy the defendant, Mathura 
Parshad,* should be considered as nearer heir than Sheo Sahai.” 
In cofisequence • decrets were made .reversing the decree of the 
Subordinate Judge and dismisj»ing the suit. 

Against the four decrees of the Court of the Judicial Com- 
missioner, dated respectively September i8, 1905 (two) and 
April 17, 1906 •(two), the appellants filed four separate applica- 
tions for leave to appeal to His Majesty in Council, and obtained 
from the Court of the Judicial Commissioner of Oudh the usual 
certificate granting such leave 111 each case. The respondents 
(Nos. 3 to 6 inclusive) Sita Ram, Monohar Lai, Ram Sahai and 
Gur Parshad did not appear at the hearing of trhe appeal. 

Mr De Gruythcr^ K. C., nnd Mr. KyJ^in^ for the Appellants, 
referred to the Indian Evidence Act (I of 1872), sections ii, 32 
(5) and (6), and 50, and contended that the pedigrees were 
admissible under one or other of those sections and the Subor- 
dinate Judge was right in admitting them. Those pedigrees 
established the case of the appellanls, and it was submitted that 
the de:ree of the Subordinate Judge should be restored. 
Reference was also made to Dcbi Per shad Chowdhnry V. Raui 
Radha Chowdhrain {i). In any event, the appellants were at 
least entitled to the share awarded them by the decree of the 
Court of the Judicial Commfssioner dated September 18, 1^905. 
Reference was made to Mayne on Hindu Law and Usage (7th 
edition) pp. 103 and ^79. 

Mr, RosSy for the first and second Respondents, contended 
that the evidence showed that the dispute really arose in 1891, 
and in consequence the pedigrees and statements made since That 
time were not admissible. The Court of the Judicial Commis- 
sioner had rightly held that the appelltints had failed to prove 
their case, and its decree dated April 17, 1906 should be affirmeS. 
The plaintiffs were estopped from contending that they were Ae 
heirs of Gur Sahai, because they abandoned that part o^ their 
case before the lower appellate Court. 

Mr, De Gruyther^ K. C. in reply, contended that looking at 
all the circumstances of what took place before the lower 
appellate Court, it was impossible to infer that the plaintiffs 
abandoned their plea that they were the heirs of Gur Sahai^ 

The judgment of their Lordships was delivered by 
Lord Atkinson. — The suit out of which this appeal arises 
(1) (l‘J04) L K 31 I. a! 160 ; I. L. R. 32 Calc. Si. 
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was instituted by the appellants, who are the three sons of one 
Sheo Sahai, deceased, claiming through their father as heirs of 
one Gur Sahai, -deceased, to recover possession of the immovable 
property in the plaint described, of which Gur Sahai died posses- 
sed about 40 years ago. 

Gur Sahai was succeeded in the possession and enjoyment 
of the property by his widow, Musammat Parbati, who died on the 
22nd March 1*896. Sheo Sahai died on the 22nd September 1899. 

The principal defendant, the respondent Mathura Pershad, 
is the nephew of Gur Sahai, his sister’s son. He took possession 
of the property on the death of Musammat Parbati, still retains 
it, and succeeded in obtaining a mutation of names in his own 
favour. 

Only two questions were discussed on the hearing of the 
appeal, and it is only necessary for its decision that their Lord- 
ships should deal with these. They are : 

1. Is it open to the plaintiffs, owing to what took place at 
the first hearing before the Court of the Judicial Commissioner, 
to attempt to establish that they are, according to Hindu Law, 
the heirs of Gur Sahai ? 

2. ‘ If it be open to them to do so, is the evidence, legally 

and properly admissible, given before the Subordinate Judge 
who tried the case in the first instance, sufficient to establish the 
fact of their alleged heirship ? ^ 

The course the proceedings took before the Court of the 
Judicial Commissioner is somewhat peculiar, The plaintiffs had, 
at the hearing, examined several witnesses and given in evidence 
several pedigrees which, in the opinion of the Subordinate Judge, 
proved that Gur Sahai and Sheo Sahai were descended from one 
common ancestor, Partab Mai, son of Chajmal Das, were only 
seven degrees removed' from that ancestor, and that the plaintiffs 
were, through Sheo Sahai, heirs of Gur Sahai. Mathura Parshad 
filed a pedigree which showed that Gur Sahai was not descended 
from JPartab Mai at all, but from another son of Chajmal "Das, a 
younger brother of Partab Mai, named Shiam Das, that Gur 
Sahai stood in the 15th degree from the common ancestor, 
Chajmal Das, and Sheo Sahai in the 16th degree ; and he con- 
tended that, under the Hindu Law, heirships did not extend 
beyopd the 14th degree, and that therefore he (Mathura Parshad), 
though only a sister’s son, was to be preferred as heir to such 
remote relations. 

No evidence whatever was given to prove the latter pedigree. 
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Indeed it was abandoned by the respondents on this appeal. 
Yet the Court of the Judicial Commissioner, finding that it 
showed that five other persons stood in the »ame degree of 
relationship to CJiajma^ Das as did Sheo Sahai, held that the 
Hindu law permitted them, notwithstanding this, to succeed as 
heirs to Gur Sahai, and gave a decree for possession of one-fifth 
(not one-sixth as it should have been) of the land, the 
recovery of whioh was sought, as the share of •Sheo Sahai 
therein. 

Thereupon the defendants Nos. i and 2 applied under 
section 623 of the Civil Procedure Code for a review of this 
judgment, setting forth amongst other things : — 

T. That the Court had held that the pedigrees set up by. 
the plaintiffs were not proved, and that they were therefore not 
exclusively entitled to the property in suit. 

2. That the question whether persons in the 16th degree 
could be preferred to Mathura Parshad, the nephew, was not 
allowed by the Court lo be fully argued. 

On this application, the Court of the Judicial Commissioner 
decided that the Hindu Law forbade, what they had previously 
decided it permitted, namely, the succession of a person sixteenth 
in descent from a common ancestor, on the ground that he 
could scarcely be said to be a relation at all, and that therefore 
the nephew Mathura Parshacf should be considered as nearer 
heir to Gur Sahai than Sheo Sahai. They accordingly dismissed 
the plaintiffs’ suit v^ih cost.s. It is to be observed, however, 
that the Court, in deciding on this application, made no reference 
^ to the first point which they had decided, that the pedigree 
set up by the plaintiffs was not proved. 

In the first judgment of the Court, they state that the 
finding of the Subordinate Judge that both Gur Sahai and Sheo 
Sahai were seventh in descent from Partab Mai, had beefi 
challenged by the defendants’ advocate, who contended that tfie 
plaintiff^ had failed to prove the pedigree on which they felied, 
and that all the documentary evidence on which the lower 
Court based its finding was inadmissible. They then proceeded 
to devote f^ur pages of their judgment to a minute and critical 
examinati(?n of the evidence, written and oral, adduced by the 
. plaintiffs,^ giving their reasons for holding that the documents 
^ were inadmissible, and the witnesses unworthy of belief, and 
they wind up this examination with the passage on which the 
respondents rely as sufficient 1^ shut out the plaintiffs from 
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attempting to sustain the decision of the Subordinate Judge. ‘ It 
runs as follows : 

‘‘ The ordl evidence to* prove the pedigree in tiie plaint is 
thus, in my opinion, of as, little value as the documentary evidence 
on which the plaintiffs relied, apd at the hearing of the appeal 
practically no attempt was made to support the finding of the 
Subordinate Judge. The only contention was that, accepting 
the pedigree filed by the appellant, Mathura Parshad, the . 
plaintiffs are heirs of Gur Sahai, as according to it they are 
Samanodakas^ and therefore, in the absence of other nearer heirs, 
exclude the defendant, who is the son of Gur Sahai’s sisters.” 

It ‘is inconceivable why the evidence given before the 
Subordinate Judge should be thus elaborately reviewed, if the 
plaintiffs’ advocate had formally admitted^ he could not support 
that Judge’s finding. It is almost as strange that this advocate 
should confine himself to a contention based on a pedigree 
proved by nobody, and 'binding on nobody but the person who 
filed it, and which, at the best, could only secure to his clients 
one-sixth of what they sought to recover. It is not less peculiar 
that the contention which is stated to have been the only 
contention put forward by the plaintiffs, is the very contention 
which was conducted in such a fashion that a review was success- 
fully applied for. Having regard to these several matters, it 
appears to their Lordships impossible to hold that the plaintiffs 
are by the statement contained in this paragraph estopped from 
endeavouring to sustain, on this appeal, the finding of the 
Subordinate Judge on this point. The second question, therefore, 
alone remains for decision. 

' The plaintiffs gave in evidence at the trial three pedigrees, 
amongst others, namely (i) a pedigree purporting to have been 
written by one MaharAj Bahadur in 1872 ; (2) a pedigree purport- 
ing to have been filed by Sheo Sahai in 1892 or 1894 ^ civil 

suit concerning lands other than and different from the lands 
suedcfor in this action, in which Sheo Sahai was plaintiff and 
Kesho and others defendants ; (3) a pedigree filed in a suit 
brought for the recovery of the possession of certain lands in 

4 

which Shankar Sahai (the son of the second defe^ndant) was 
plaintiff, and pazal Husain and others were defendants. The 
Subordinate Judge, though he held — quite rightly,, in their 
Lordships’ opinion — that the controversy out of which this 
appeal has arisen is but a stage in the dispute which arose on the 
death of Musammat Parbati ^11 1896, admitted each of these 
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pedigrees in evidence, and the plaintiffs relied strongly upon 
them. They are not ancient family records, handed down from 
generation^to generation, and added ^to, as a member of the family 
dies or i^ born, but documents drawn up on a particular occasion 
for a specific purpose \)y members Of the family, and must 
accordingly b^ treated as mere •declarations made by the persons 
who respectively drew them up or adopted them. Taking them 
in the reverse order, the last is inadmissible, having .been made 
post liicm motatn. 'J'he second is endorsed . “ (Signed) Sheo 
Sahai, Plaintiff, by the pen of Sunder I.al, Special Agent,’’ and is 
on the evidence of Sunder Lai clearly admissible as a declaration 
made b}^ a deceased member of a family touching the family 
reputation or tradition on the subject of its descent. It was 
held by the Court of the Judicial Commissioner not to be 
admissible on the same ground as the third pedigree because, in a 
statement made by Musammat Parbati in the absence of Sunder 
Lai, in a suit instituted by him against ^her in the year 1891 for 
cutting down trees in a certain giove in the village of Rampur 
Ansu, which he alleged was a halting-place, she had said;— “I 
have no kinship with him, nor anl I on visiting and dining terms 
with him as a fellow-caste-ftian. He has no concern with my 
proprietary interest {/lak/aat) . . . The* Plaintiff’s [vSunder 

Lai’s] father, and his co-sharers have wasted their shares in the 
hakkiatf^ But it is ^clear trfiat.the controversy to which this 
statement refers was not a controversy as to the heirship to Gur 
Sahai, but referred to an entirely different matter. In order to 
make the statement inadmissible on this ground, the same thing 
i must be in controversy before and after the statement is mkde — 
Freeman v. Phillips (i), Shrezvsbniy Peerage (2) and Duke of 
Devonshire v. Neill (3). In their Lordships’ opinion, having 
regard to the evidence of Sunder I.al and, of the other witnesses 
examined for the plaintiffs, this pedigiee was clearly admissible. • 
The first pedigree purports to be signed by Maharaj BahaduB, 
a son of Sheo Narain, a deceased member of the plaintiffs’ faftnily, 
who was however not examined as a witness. According to the 
evidence of Kalka Parshad, it was in the handwriting of the 
former and was obtained by him from Sheo Narain in the 
years i894-f896 (the precise date is not fixed) as a statement of 
the family descent, for the purpose of being given*in evidence in 
l^certain criminal proceedings instituted under section 323 of the 
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Indian Penal Code in the case of In re Baiju and others v. 
Sundar Lai and Durga Pars had. It was thus adopted by Sheo 
Narain, is not ..shown to have been made post litem motam.^ and is ^ 
therefore, in their Lordships^ opinion, admissible. • 

These pedigrees disclose that Gur Sahai and Sheo Sahai are 
descended from a common ancestor, Partab Mai, one of the sons 
of Chajmal Das, the first through his son Har Parshad, the second 
Chrough hisrson Ram Ghulam, each being six, degrees removed 
from Partab Mai. Six of the many witnesses examined on behalf 
of the plaintiffs, members of the family, prove descent from this 
common ancestor. Three of these, namely, Kalka Parshad, 
Mohabbat Rai, and Sunder Lai, prove pedigrees, substantially 
identical with that signed by Sheo Sahai filed in 1892 or 1894, 
arid others, such as Hazari Lai, prove important portions of it ; 
while Lalta Parshad, one of the defendants’ witnesses, deposed 
as follows ; — 

“ Sheo Sahai also .belongs to the family of Gur Sahai. I 
have heard that he is also remote by six degrees. In my opinion, 
both [/.r., Madho Ram and Sheo Sahai] are equally related, 7.^., 
in the same degree.” 

And Sri Kishen, another witness for the defendants, a priest 
of the family of Sita Ram deposed ; — 

‘‘ Sheo Sahai and Sheo Narain descend from Ram Ghulam, 
Gur Sahai descends from Har Parshad ; Ram Ghulam, Har 
Parshad, and Shiam Das are sons of Partab Mai.” 

This evidence precisely accords with the above-mentioned 
pedigrees numbered i and 2, proves, in fact, some of the most 
important steps in them, and is, therefore, the strongest corro- 
boration of them. 

Further corroboration of these pedigrees is to be found in 
the mode in which a certain Mohalla Sarai has been enjoyed. 
The family reputation is tliat this Sarai was founded by Sundar 
Das (one of the brothers of Partab Mai), who died childless. If' 
the pedigrees of 1872 and 1894 correct, then half, or an 
8-annas share in this Sarai, should be found in the enjoyment of 
the descendants of Partab Mai, and the remaining 8-annas share 
in the enjoyment of the descendants of Shiam Das, the only 
brother of Partab Mai who had descendants. That, according 
to the evidence of Raghunath Parshad and Kalka Parshad, is 5 
precisely what is found. Two-annas shares were enjoyed by 
Sheo Sahai, Sheo Narain, and Gur Sahai respectively ; a 2-annas 
share by Sheo Dyal and Ram Dyal (who died childless) jointly^ 
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and the remaining 8 anna by Sita Ram, Gur Parsbad, Ram 
Narain, Shankar Sahai, anti other descendants of Shiam Das. 

^ The Subordinate Judge points out that had Sheo.Sahai and Sheo 
Narairfc been descended, as was contended for by the defendants, 
from Shiam Das and not from Partab* Mai, the whole 8 anna 
share of Partab Mai must, ih the events which have happened, 
have come to Musammat Parbati. Sita Ram, one of the defen- 
dants, gives in derail the distribution of an eight ann^ share in the 
Sarai coming into the hands of his branch of the family, and 
states that the Sarai is joint property. No evidence is given to 
contradict that of Raghunath Parshad and Kalka Parshad as to 
the persons amongst whom the share of Partab Mai in the Sarai 
is distributed. , ^ 

It was argued by Mr. Ross, on behalf of the defendants, that 
the fair conclusion ‘to be drawn from the evidence ^^as that 
Maharaj Bahadur was either not born in 1872, or was then of 
such tender years that he could not^ have drawn up the first 
pedigree, as deposed to by Kalka Parshad. No doubt there is 
much force in this argument, but# even if it prevailed, there 
remains the second pedigree, thit of 1892, corroborated as it has 
been in the manner pointed out. 

Their Lordships think that it is impossible to put aside all 
this evidence, as was done by the Court of the Judicial Commis- 
sioner. They arej therefore,# of opinion that the conclusion at 
which the Subordinate Judge arrived is that to which* the 
evidence properly admissible, on the whole, most reasonably leads, 
and that the decision of the former tribunal was erroneous and 
I that its decrees should therefore be reversed with costs, and this 
appeal allowed. They will humbly advise His Majesty ac<;ord- 
ingly. The respondents must pay the costs of the appeal. 

Messrs. Young.^ Jackson^ Beard King^ Solicitors for the 
Appellants. ♦ • 

Messrs. 7 . L. Wilson & Co.^ Solicitors for the first and sec 3 nd 
'Respofidents. ^ 
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Respondents Nos. 3 to 6 inclusive did not appear. 


J. M. P. 


Appeal allowed. 
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Before Mr, Justice Casperz and Mr^ Justice Coxe, 
BEJOY GOPAL MUKERJI and others 

V, 

GIRINDRA NATH MUKERJI and others* 

AND '• 

SANKAR NATH MUKERJI and others 

V, 

BEJOY GOPAL MUKERJI and others* 

AND 

LOKE NATH SAHA CHOWDHURY and others 


V. 

BEJOY GOPAL MUKERJI and others.* 

Widow, lease hy — No legal necessity — Beneficial arrangement — Bargain not 
pregudicial to the reversioners — Legal necessity depending on facts of each 
ease^ Possession, suit for, by some of the reversioners, of their shares, 
maintainability of— Family Settlement, principle of, applicable to arrange* 
ment between parties interested in the property — Batifcation — Indian 
Contract Act (IX of 2872) Secs, 106, 102. 

A suit by some of the reversioners to recover possession of their shares from 
the lessee of a Hindu widow after her death is maintainable. 

Each case of legal necessity must be judged upon its own facts, ^ 

The reversioners must establish a very' strong case S:o induce a Court of 
justice, equity and good conscience to set aside a beneficial arrangement by a 
Hindu widow which induced a sense of peace and security and one that has 
had a far-reaching consequence. 

If a'Hindu widow made a good bargain for herself, and if that bargain 
did not prejudice the position of the then reversioners, it should be given 
effect to. 

Bayaviani Dehi v, Srinihash Kundu (1) applied. 

Venkaji Sridhar v. Vishhu (2) refered to. 

C * 

^ If parties arrange to avoid the necessity for legal proceedings their arrange- 
ment is supported by sufficient consideration. 

Apart from legal necessity a widow can validly alienate property that has 
devolved on her from her husband with the consent of the reversioners. The 
widow can make such an alienation by the entire surrender of her own interest 
and thereby accelerate the interest of the reversioners or she can, part with her 
direct interest in the estate and convert it into an annuity. S^ibject to the 
payment of the annuity, the transferee will acquire an absolute interest. 


• Appeals from Original Decrees Nos. 71,94 and 99 of 1899, against the 
decree of Babu Prosanna Coomar Ghosh, Subordinate Judge of Nadia, dated 
the 28th November 1898. 


(1) (1908) I. L. B. 83 Calc. 842. 


(2) (1893) I. L. B, 18 Bom. 634, 
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f Hem Chunder Sanyal v. Sunwnioyi JDehi (1) referred to ; Qohind t# 
\Shunni (2) distinguished. • • 

The principle of family settlements la applicable to an arrangement by 
Tv^iich the persona interested m the property mutually couseRt that the property 
shall be lhanaged m a particijlar and a convenient manner and if the arrange- 
ment does not seriously prejudice the parties to it or those who come after 
them, a Court of* equity will be slow to set it aside. 

Ratification m the proper sense of the term, as used with reference to the 
law of agency, is applicable only to acts done on behalf of the ratifier. A 
woman with a limitecf interest could not by acts ex poU facto charge upon the 
estate which she represents, obligations not originally binding upon it, A 
Hindu widow cannot be said to give a lease on behalf of the reversioners. The 
acts performed by the reversioners after the death of the widow cannot amount 
to a ratification of the lease, as the widow is not the agent of the reversioners. 

Raja liai Btuigwat Doyal Singk v, Dehi Dayal Saha (3) followed. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs fin No. 71 of lb& 9 ) and by ihe 
Defendants (in Nos. 414 and 99 of 1899 ). 

Suit to recover /c/ius possession of a four-seventh share of 
certain properties. 

The facts of the case and argument appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. . 

Dr. Rash Behary Ghose hud Babiis Ram Charan Mtttcry 
Promoiho Nath Sen and MaUindra Nath Bhattacharjee for the 
Appellants (in appeals Nos. 94 and 99 of 1899) and for the » 
Respondents (in appeal No. 71 of 1899). 

Babus Baidya Nath Dutt^ pwarka Nath C huckerbutty ^ Hara V^ 
Prosad Chatterjee^ Snrendra Nath Ghosal and Biraj MofiuUt^ 
Mojtimdar^ Dr, Priya Nath Sen and Babu Ramani Mohun^ 
C hatter jee for the Respondents (in Appeals Nos. 94 and 99 ofjvj 
A 1899) for the Appellants (in appeal No. 71 of 1899). * 

c. A, V. 

The judgments of the Court were as follows : 

No. 94. 

The suit giving rise to this and tffie connected appeals 
was brought by four out of the seven reversionary heirs ot 
of one Chandra Bhusan Mookerjee who died in the year^i832. 
The plaintiffs sought to recover khas possession of a 4-7th^hare 
of certain properties, and, prayed for a declaration that an 
ijara dated the 23rd Bhadra 1270 (7th September 1863) granted 
for a terni of sixty years by Sayamani Debi the widow of 
Chandra Bhusan Mukerji ; and the Dur-ijaras^ and Se-ijaras 
derivatively created thereunder had become inoperative ^since 
the death of Sayamani Debi. The plaintiffs allege that all these 
transactions are not binding on them. 

(1) (1894) I. U R 22 Oalc. 364 <3fil)« (2) (1907) I L R 29 All. 487 (494). 

(3) (1907) 7 0. L. J. 335 ; 1. L. R. 36 Calc. 420. 


Bejoy Gopal 
Mukerji 

V. 

Qirindra Nath 
Mukerji. 
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The tjara was granted by Sayamanr Debi to Annada Proshad 
Mookeriee the father of the plaintiffs, and to Sarada Pershad 
Mookerjee, the( son of the brother (Gouri Pershad) cf Annada 
Pershad. The geneological tree (at page lo of the papor book 
in appeal No. 71 of 1899) is not disputed. The history of the 
litigation between the members of the family goes back to the 
year 1814 when Chandra Bhusan Mookerjee^s paternal grand- 
father Mohadeb Mookerjee made a partition of the zemindari 
and gave a 4 anna share to the father of Chandra Bhusan 
Mookerjee. Baman Das Mookerjee (the father’s brother’s son 
of Chandra Bhusan) appropriated this share under cover of a 
deed of trust dated the 7th Aswin 1239 (1832) bearing the 
signature of Chapdra Bhusan Mookerjee. The deed of trust pur- 
ported to show that Chandra Bhusan Mookerjee had adopted 
Mathura Nath Mookerjee the third son of Bamandas Mookerjee. 

In the year 1844, twelve years after the death of Chandra 
Bhusan Mookerjee, his. widow Sayamani Debi instituted suit 
No. 39 of 1844 against Baman Das Mookerjee and obtained a 
decree for her share of the inheritance. The final decision in that 
litigation is reported [Bamandoss Mukerjia and Mussamut 
Raj Inikhee v. Mussamut Tarinee (i)]. It bears dates the 22nd 
and 23rd February 1858. 

The defendants Nos. 9 to 13, the appellants in the 
present appeal, who are some of the representatives of 
Baihandas Mookerjee, support the ijara granted by Sayamani 
Debi against the plaintiffs. Their case is jthat Sayamani Debi, 
harassed and exhausted by the protracted litigation, and unable 
to get" complete and effective possession of the properties decreed 
to her, with the exception of three smaller properties, entered 
into an arrangement with the then reversioners (Annada and 
Saroda) and granted them an ijata of all the properties for a 
term of sixty years in order to secure a competence for the rest 
ol' her life, leaving the lessees to continue the contest with 
Bamdndas Mookerjee the remaining reversioner, and that, for 
this purpose ekrarnamahs were executed between the parties 
simultaneously with the ijara of the 7th September 1863. It is 
conceded that numerous Dur^ijaras and Se^ijaras Were created 
after the original ijara during the interval up to tfie death of 
the widow which occurred thirty years later, in the year 1893. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the suit was not barred 
by limitation and gave the plaintiffs a decree for all the properties 
<1) (1858) 7 I. A. 169. 
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with the exception of certain properties, in the Mymensing and 
Faridpur District*^, the claim to which, in the opinion of tfie 
court belcfw, could not prevail because the plaintilTs had ratified 
the ijafa in respect of th^se properties after the death of the widow. 
In this court (Sir Francis Maclean, Chief Justice and Geidt, J.) the 
decision of the Subordinate Judge was reversed on the question 
of limitation, and it was held that the suit was barred. The 
matter then we»t up to His Majesty in CouncH, and their 
Lordships of the Judicial Committee remanded the cases for a 
consideration on the merits. The Judgment of the Privy 
Council' is reported in Bejoy Gopal Mttkerji v. Krishna Mahishi 
Debi{i). 

In these circumstances, this and the connected appeals havq 
been reargued before the present Bench, and the points arisfng 
for determination are firsts whether Sayamani Debi executed 
the ijara^ dated the 7th September 1863, for legal necessity, 
and whether, for any other reason, thd ijara does or does not 
bind the present reversioners ; Secondly^ whether the doctrine 
of ratification bars the suit ; and, thirdly^ whether the suit is 
defective because the plaintiffs seek to recover not the whole 

m 

property but only a 4-7th share of the same. 

The third contention may be dismiss*ed in a few words. 
The pjaintiffs did not sue to set aside the ijara but to recover 
possession of their share of* th^ immovable properties in dispute, 
and, in accordance with the view adopted by the Judicial 
Committee on the question of limitation, the suit cannot be 
defeated because the plaintiffs did not sue to recover the entire 
property of Chandra Bhusan Mookerjee. 

The facts do not appear to be seriously disputed, and Jhe 
learned Counsel and the learned Vakeels representing the different 
parties in this and the other appeals# have argued on the 
inferences to be drawn from the facts and on pure questions ef 
law. Sayamani Debi brought her suit in 1844 not only agaiflst 
Bamantlas Mookerjee but also against Annada Prosad Mooterjee, 
the father of the plaintiffs, and Gouri Pershad Mookerjee the 
father of Sarada Proshad Mookerjee, and she was assisted by 
her cousin *Umesh Chunder Roy, otherwise known as Moti 
Babu, to ^vhom she, on the 25th November 1851, gave an ekrar 
which isjjrinted at page 227 of the paper book in appeal No. 71 
of 1899. It was recited in that ekrar that the lady had become 
indebted to the extent of rupees 38,000 for which she had 

(I) (1907) I. L.«. 34 Calc 829. 
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executed a mortgage bond in favour of Umesh Chunder Roy’s 
brother Bhagaban Chunder Roy. She undertook to pay 
Rupees 50,000^ including tbe previous Rupees 38.P00, with 
interest at the rate of 12 per cent, per annum, when sb© had 
realised the costs and mesne profits due to her under the decree 
of the Sudder Court, and she gave security for chat amount. 
This e^rar was entered into shortly after the decree of the 
Sudder Dew^ny Adawlut, in favour of Soyamopi Debi, passed on 
the 30th September 1850. The litigation continued until the 
decree of the Privy Council (in 1858) to which we have already 
referred. 

There can be no doubt as to the doua fides of the claim 
advanced by Sayamani Debi and the fact can not be controverted 
thut she had been involved in protracted litigation for the 
attainfnent of her just rights and the rights of her husband’s 
reversioners. 

After obtaining her decree from the Privy Council, Sayamani 
Debi recovered possession of the three properties mentioned in 
the ijara of the 7th September 1863 where it was recited that she 
was in possession of those properties by collecting rents. Reading 
the ijara we find that Sayamani JDebi leased for a term of 
do years the whole of the talooks, Indigo factories, gardens, 
tanks, &c., described in the Schedule, possession of which had 
not been taken, together with the three properties possession of 
which had been recovered. The lessees undertook to pay 
Sayamani a balance of Rupees 5,300 annually after paying the 
Government revenue amounting to Rupees 7,030 odd. They, 
also, Undertook to assist Sayamani in duly executing the decree 
of the Privy Council and she covenanted that she would do so. 
The arrangements were embodied in the ijara lease and the 
ekrarnamahs Exhibits, A ^ud A 2 all of the same date. At that 
time the lessees Annada Proshad Mookerjee and Sarada Pershad 
Mookerjee were disputing with Bamandas Mookerjee. But they 
adjusted their differences in the year 1866 when Bacnandas 
Mookerjee took a darijara of the 1-3 interest in the ijara of the 
7th September 1863. This darijara was in the name of Bamandas 
Mookerjee’s son, but there can be no question that Bamandas 
was the person beneficially interested. The defendahts Nos. 9 
to 13, the appellants in the present appeal, derive their title, as 
we have already stated, from Bamandas Mookerjee. 

The plaintiffs did not bring the suit in their capacity[of sons 
of Annada Proshad — one of the original ijaradars — but as the 



VoL. Vlll] 


cbtjJit. 


1 reversionary heirs of the husband of Sayamani Debi who grantee} 

* the ijara. But, in considering the circumstances in which that 
> ijara was •granted^ we cannot shut our eyes td the fact that 
the plaintiffs are standing upon a technical legal right and not 
upon any equities affecting th^ welfare of the descendants of 
Mohadeb Mookerjee who effected the partition in the year 1814. 

We have already observed that the Subordinate Judge 
decreed the suit for all the properties with the exception of 
certain properties lying within the Districts of Mymensingh and 
Faridpur, the claim to which, in his opinion, could not prevail, 
because the plaintiffs had ratified the ijara in respect of those 
. properties after Sayamani’s death in 1893. On the question of 
[ legal necessity the Subordinate Judge held that the ijara was • 
\ at most a beneficial arrangement not amounting to legal necessity 
in the sense in which that expression is used in Hindu Law. 

It will be convenient to consider this question first. 

The doctrine of legal necessity ha6 been elaborated in a 
series of judicial decisions. Each case must be judged upon 
its own facts. There can be no do&bt that when Sayamani 
entered into the arrangement with Annada Proshad Mookerjee 
and Sarada Proshad Mookerjee her fortunes were at a very low 
ebb. She was in debt and her cousin Moti Babu and her gomasta 
had heexh convicted by a Criminal Court in connection with some 
cases arising out of an atternpt fo execute decrees for rent in 
the property of which she had obtained nominal possession. 
The ijara arrangement turned out to be eminently successful 
because her principal opponent Bamandas Mookerjee took a 
^darijara in the year 1866, and the numerous parties who have 
been impleaded in the present litigation, or rather such of them 
as were then alive, regarded the ijara as a sound and honest 
disposition of her property by Sayamani •Debi. It can be said 
that, as the term of 60 years was evidently beyond the then* 
expectation of life of Annada Pershad and Saroda Pershad, it 
may be reasonably inferred that they considered it a benegeial 
arrangement not only for themselves but for their descendants. 
A sense of peace and security was induced. For 30 years, until 
the death of fhe widow in 1893, derivative titles were created 
and acted upon. The plaintiffs must establish a very strong 
...incase indeed to induce a Court of justice, equity and good 
conscience to set aside a beneficial arrangement of this kind and 
one that has had such far-reaching consequences. 

For the plaintiffs it has been vgued that Sayamani Debi wa| 
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coerced by cruel necessity into granting the ijara and that she 
might very well, if she had been desirous of parting with her life 
estate, have g.-anted it for the terms of her natural li^e and not 
for 6o years. We, however, think that the very fact that the 
term actually adopted was 6o years, and not the uncertain space 
of human life, is a very strong indication that all the parties in- 
terested sought to make a definite arrangement possessing the 
best elements of finality and, if we find that the arrangement was 
for the benifit of the estate, and did actually benefit the estate, 
we should apply and even broaden the principle adopted in the 
case- of Doyamoni Dehiv. Srintbash Knndu. (i) There it was 
said that a Hindu widow, as regards her management of the 
estate, has not less power than the manager of an infant’s estate 
and that the reversioners were not entitled to set aside perma- 
nent leases granted by her which were found to be beneficial to 
the estate and by which they were found to have been benefitted. 
The principle is based upon decisions of their Lordships of the 
Judicial Committee and it was applied in Venkaji Shridhar v. 
VishHn Bahaji Beri^ (2) where Sir C. Sargent C.J., said “ A widow 
like a manager of the family must be allowed a reasonable latitude 
in th^ exercise of her powers, provided she acts fairly to her ex- 
pectant heirs.” A fortiori if Sayamoni Debi made a good bargain 
for herself, and if that bargain did not prejudice the position of 
. the then reversioners, it should be gfven effect to, and the present 
reversioners ought not to be allowed to obliterate the history of 
nearly half a century. No doubt the authorities to which we 
have been referred as showing that costs of litigation may amount 
to legal necessity are not precisely in point. It does not appear 
that the tjara was entered into merely to meet the costs incurred 
by Sayamoni Debi in the litigation. But the concurrent ekrar- 
namahs provided for rfie liquidation of all her debts and if the 
® widow chose to become an annuitant and to make over her estate 
\.0 the next taker some of whom accepted the arrangement then 
and there, and some of whom subsequently accepted it,'' there is 
no reason on principle or authority why such an arrangement 
should be set aside. We are disposed to give a broad meaning 
to the word ‘ arrangement.’ It does not necessarily imply an 
agreement ; see Massmngv, Eastern Counties Railway Company (3) ; 
but here it proceeded on representations of facts, not of mere 
intentions. \Narain Das v. Ramaunj Dayal (4)]. In connection 

(1) (1906) 1. L. R. .S8 Calc 842. (3) 12 M. & W. 287 (26.8). 

' (2) (1893) I. L. R, 18 Bom. 684. (4) (1897) I. L R. 20 All 209 (P. C.) 
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with the subject of subsequent assent we rely on Bajraiigt Singh 
V. Manokarnik Bakhsh Singh (i) where their Lordships of the 
Judicial Obmmittee observed that the consent of the reversioners 
was sufficient and* that i 4 was immaterial that it was given after 
the execution^ of the deed, they in question, and they applied the 
maxim omnis ratihahitio retrotrahitur et mandato priori ceqtii 
paratur. Transactions of this kind may become valid by the 
consent of all those who are likely to be interested fn disputing 
them. Raj Lukhee Dabea v. Gokool Chunder Chowdhry (2). 
The circumstances of the present case warrant an application of 
the further principle that if parties arrange to avoid the necessity 
for legal proceedings their arrangement is supported by sufficient 
consideration. Apart from legal necessity a wkiow can validly# 
alienate property that has devolved on her from her husband with 
the consent of the reversioners. The widow can make such an 
alienation by the entire surrender of her own interest and there- 
by accelerate the interest of the reversioners or she can, as in the 
present case, part with her direct interest in the estate and con- 
vert it into an annuity. Subject ^to the payment of the annuity 
the transferee would acquire an absolute interest ; Hem Chunder 
Sanyal vs. Sarnamoyi Dehi (3). Our attention has been called to 
the judgment of Sir John Stanley C.J., and Burkitt, J., in 
Gobitid^ Krishna Narain v. Khunni Laly (4) where, quoting Mr. 
J. C. Ghose’s book on Hincfu Law, it was said a decree against 
a widow to bind the reversioners must have been passed after full 
contest and a comproinise decree, or a decree on an arbitration, 
can have no higher footing than an alienation by the widow. 
‘‘“On the facts of that case the doctrine of family settlement of 
doubtful claims was not applied. The case of hnrit Konwur»\. 
Roop Narain Singh (5) was a case of compromise by a widow as 
against her minor daughters. But the ijara of the 7th Septem- 
ber 1863 was not a compromise. There was no settlement theil 
effected of doubtful claims. Nevertheless, the principle of fomify 
settlements, in our opinion, is applicable to an arrangemeijt by 
which the persons interested in the property mutually consent 
that the property shall be managed in a particular and convenient 
manner, and,* if the arrangement does not seriously prejudice the 
parties to it or those who come after them, a court of equity will 
^ be slow tg set it aside. 
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(1) (1907) 6 C. L. J. 766 (778) (P. O.) (3) (1894) I. L. R. 22 Calc. .3.54 (361.) 

(2) (1869) 13 M. I. A 209 (228.) (4) M907) I. h, R. 29 All. 487 (494.) 

(6) (1880) 6C. L,|l. 76(81.) 
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How, then, have the plaintiffs been prejudiced by the tjara 
of the 7th September 1863 ? We have been unable to find a 
satisfactory anst^er to this question. The test is how long has the 
arrangement been acted upon. In ^amanathan ChtUi v. 
Murugappa Chetti^ (i) Lord Macnaghten observed. “ The un- 
broken usage for a period of 19 years is, as against the appellant, 
conclusive evidence of a family arrangement to which the court 
is bound to give effect. ... It was one which the court would, no 
doubt, have sanctioned, if its authorit}^ had been invoked.” In 
Helan Dasi v. Durga Das Mtindal^ (2) the test of long usage was 
not necessary because other considerations were found to be 
sufficient ; see Williams v. Williams (3) and Stapilton v. Stat>ilton^ 
.(4). Sayamani Iwed for 30 years after 1863 ; the suit of the 
plaintiffs was instituted on the 30th April 1897. This long 
period of rest was attributable to the measures taken by Sayamoni. 
She had executed her decree and obtained possession of three pro- 
perties ; she had entered into negotiations for an adjustment of 
her claims, and had actually remitted Rs. 1,72,000 on account of 
mesne profits to Baman Dass Mookerji ; she had received a 
sum of rupees 42,000 up to the 8th February 1861. Apart from 
legitimate and natural influences, no coercion had been exercised 
upon Sayamoni. She was in a position of superior to Bamandas 
Mookerjee owing to the decree of the Privy Council. He j^ctually 
begged her to show him some ‘'Con‘Sideration. In a deposition 
given by Sayamani, on the 6th June 1889 (pages i to 9 of the 
paper book in appeal No. 94 of 1899) the^ lady, shortly before 
her death, said. “ In the execution case Bamandas Babu alone 
was the judgment-debtor. Annoda Proshad and Gouri Proshad 
were not judgment-debtors, consequently what I remitted was 
remitted to Bamandas Babu alone. I made an i/ara settlement 
with Annada Proshad and Saroda Proshad at the time of the family 
dispute amongst my husband’s elder brothers. Being in diffi- 
culties on account of my debts, and as both the parties were 
particularly eager about it, I granted the said ijara settlement for 
a term of sixty years.” Such was the impression left on the 
mind of the aged lady 26 years after the transaction, and we 
think that her impression should not be disregarded: A prudent 
management of the property of Chandra Bhusan Mobkerjee was 
called for. It was situated in numerous districts ; it had been 

(1) (1906) L. R. 33 I. A. 139 ; 4 C. L. J. 189 (P C.) 

<2) a906) 4 0, L. J. 323 (331.) (3) (1867) L. R. 2 ch. App. 294. 

(4) (1739) 1 W. and T. L. 0. 7th ed 228. 
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out of possession for 26 years at least (1832-1858) and adverse 
rights must have grown up. The usual method of management 
in such c^ses is by granting sub-ldhses of convefiient parcels of 
the estate. Then^ the disputes arising in the course of execution 
proceedings had resulted in los§ of collections. Any one conver- 
sant with the management of landed property in the mofussil 
must be well aware that disputes between co-sharers lead to a 
total cessation of ^nt collections. In our opinion, therefore, the 
end justified the means adopted by Sayamoni who, in securing 
that end, which was a prudent and effective management of the 
properties decreed to her, after a protracted litigation, acted 
within her powers, and the fact that her principal opponent 
took a darijarn^ and accepted the situation in the year i866,« 
conclusively shows that the tjara arrangement was made for tfie 
benefit of the estate and did not prejudice any one. 

We have referred to the growth of adverse rights during 
1832-1858. It appears that, under the law prevailing before the 
present Limitation Act came into operation, adverse possession 
against a widow was held to be adverse possession against the 
reversioners. The estate of Sayamani was, therefore, in danger 
of being lost unless the parties opposing her came to te^ftis and 
took the management into their own hands. 

Foi these reasons, we think the plaintiffs should not be 
allowed to take pO€session*of the properties in suit until the. 
expiry of the ijam term of sixty years. * 

The next contentk>n raises the question of ratification of the 
tjara by the plaintiffs after the death of Sayamoni in 1893. 

Section 196 of the Contract Act provides that where acts are 
done by^ one person on behalf of another, but without liis 
knowledge or authority, he may elect to ratify or to disown 
such acts. If he ratify them, the same effects will follow as if 
they had been performed by his authority. Section 199 embodies 
the general rule that where a ratification is established as to*a 
part, it dperates as a confirmation of the entire transaction. In 
Raja Rat Bhagawat Dayal Singh v. Dibi Dayal Sahu (i) the 
Privy Council pointed out that ratification in the proper sense of 
the term, as dsed with reference to the law of agency, is applicable 
only to acts done on behalf of the ratifier. Their Lordships 
observed It would be a serious extension of la*w, as hitherto 
applied, to hold that a woman with a limited interest could, by 
acts ex post facto^ charge upon the estate which she represents, 


(1) (1907) 7 C. UJ. 335 (366). 
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obligations not originally binding upon it.” It cannot be said 
that Sayamani gave the ijara in 1863 on behalf of the reversioners 
who would befcome entitled <0 the estate of her husband at her 
death in 1893. The acts performed by. the neversionefs after 
1893 cannot, therefore, amount to a ratification of the ijara^ in 
the strict sense of the term. Sayamani was never the agent of 
the plaintiffs. 

But the' defendants really rely on the do-ctrine of election 
and the case of Modhu Sudan Singh v. E. G. Rooke (i). There 
the reversioners had elected to treat as valid a putni lease granted 
by the widow ; he had accepted rent in respect of the tenure 
after the death of the widow. 

^ The question, then, resolves itself into this : Did the 
plaintiffs elect to affirm the validity of the voidable ijara lease of 
the 7th September 1863 ? The question does not arise if 
Sayamoni granted the ijara lease for legal necessity or for any 
other sufficient reason as, we have found she did. 

In our opinion, the evidence does not amount to proof of an 
electibn by the plaintiffs. As regards the payment of Govern- 
ment Revenue and cesses by the ijaradars, the use of the words 
horat (6n behalf of) can not in itself saddle the plaintiffs with the 
responsibility of acquiescence in the ijara. The ijaradars were 
bound to pay the revenue and cesses without reference bo their 
lessors. JThat they continued to do sb is cogent evidence that 
the arrangement made in 1863 was adhered to or, at any rate, 
that it was not repudiated by the plaintiffs until they failed to 
get advantageous terms from the ijaradars and the persons hold- 
ing by sub-infeudation ; secondly, as regards the receipt of ijara-^ 
rents, we do not find that the plaintiffs ever received such rents. 
The plaintiffs’ brother Upendra Lai Mookerjee (defendant) did 
not collect rent dues oci account of Sayamoni’s share and the 
Shaha defendants had no ijara or seijara under the plaintiffs (see 
the evidence at pp. 142-3 of the paper book in appeal No. 71 of 
1899.) The postcard Ex. A26 relied on by the Subordinate 
Judge proves nothing and the Acharjya defendants who made 
some payment or other have entered into a compromise with the 
plaintiffs. The other piece of evidence commented on in the 
judgment of the Court below refers to a darijara granted to one 
Moijuddiii by plaintiffs’ brother the defendant Upendra Lai 
Mookerjee and we accept the explanation of plaintiff Bijoy Gopal 
on this point. There is no proof of any clear and unequivocal 
CD ( 1897 ) 1. L.cR. 25 Calc. 1. 
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election by the plaintiffs, and Moijuddin’s lease came to an end in 
1894 after which he obtained a fresh settlement from Ae 
plaintiffs# • , 

For all these reasops we disallow the second contention on 
behalf of the defendants appellants and we find that plaintiffs did 
not ratify or elect to affirm the of 1863 after the death of 
Sayamoni Debi. 

The appeal succeeds on the first contention onl>%and plaintiffs* 
suit must be dismissed with costs payable to the defendants 
Nos. 9-13. 


OiviCi. 

19 ^. 

Bejoy Gopal 
Mokerji 

V 

Oirin(lra Nath 
Mukerji, 


Appeal No. 99. 

The judgment we have just delivered in appeal No. 94 of 
1899 will govern this appeal also. The appellants are the shahas, 
Defendants Nos. 36*44 ; they represent two darijaras and*one se- 
ijara (p.p. 64, 79 of the paper book in this appeal). 

The contentions on behalf of the shaha defendants are the 
same as those in appeal No. 74, but they lay particular stress on 
the doctrine of election. • , 

For the reasons already ^iven we allow this appeal on the 
first contention, namely, thTit the ijara of 1863 is valid .and not 
voidable. The plaintiffs must pay the costs of these defendants. 


• Appp:al No. 71. 

The judgment we have just delivered in Appeaf No. 94 of 
1899 will govern this appeal also. ^ The appellants are the 
plaintiffs. They have entered into a compromise with defendants 
Nos. 49-61 in this appeal and we have sanctioned the same on 
behalf of the minor defendants. Defendants 47 and 48 do not 
appear. 

We have found in favour of the plaintiffs on the question of 
ratification or election. 

Even if the plaintiffs had succeeded in their main conten^on 
they w^uld not be entitled to mesne profits before suit.. Their 
conduct and the circumstances of this litigation disentitle them 
to such mesne profits. 

The remaining contention is special to this appeal. It is 
covered by the 1 1 th and 12th issues dealt with in the Court 
below. The plaintiffs seek to set aside certain putni leases 
granted *by Baman Das and Sambhu Nath long before the yara of 
1863. We entirely agree with the Subordinate Judge in his 
reason on this point. But as it appears that some of the 
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defendants (18-24) compromised the matter with the plaintiffs 
on the 2nd June 1903 and that the decrees of the High Court 
and Privy Council are not affected thereby the compromise in 
question will hold good as between the parties to it. 

Appeal No. 71 of 1899 being in the nature of a cross appeal^ 
and appeals Nos. 94 and 99 being successful, this appeal stands 
dismissed. We make no separate order for costs of this appeal. 

A. T. M. ^ Appeals Nos ^4 and gg allowed. 

Appeal No dis7nissed. 


' Before Mr, Justice Mookerjee, 

MAQBUL AHMAD 

V, 

HARA GOBINDA KALAL and others* 

Limitation Act {XV of 1877) Sch, II, Arts, 14, 121—Noabad taluk, 
incident of. 

Article 14 of Schedule II of tbo Limitation Act refers to orders and pro- 
ceedings of a functionary to which by laA^ is given a particular effect in favour 
of one person or against another, subject, in the regular course, to a further 
judicial proceeding having for its object to quash them or set them aside. 

Skivaji V, Collector of Ratnagiri (1) followed. 

The article has no application where an order is null and void and does 
not affect the plamtif’s interest, so that thpre is no occa8\on to set it aside. 

Rejoy Chand v. Kristo Mokini (2) Moti Lai v. Karrahuldein (3) and 
Roghunath v. Kaniz (4) referred, to. 

Where subsequent to the purchase of an entire Noabad mehal at a sale for 
arrears of revenue by the plaintiff, the term of the taluk expired and Govern- 
ment resettled the taluk in favour of the defaulting pioprietors and the plaintiff 
instituted a suit for recovery of possession of a parcel of land included in the 
taluk purchased. 

Held . — That the rule of limitation applicable was that embodied in Article 
121 and not in .\rticlc 14 of Schedule II to the Limitation Act. 

I A Noabad taluk is not necessarily temporarily settled ; it may be a perma- 
nently fettled one. The re-settlement of a Noabad taluk does not necessarily 
mean a settlement with new talukdais ; it may be an adjustment of the revenue 
and nothing more. 

Promnno Coomar v. Secretary of State (5-) referred to 

• Appeals from Appellate Decrees Nos. 2080, 2081, 2096 and ,**162 of 1903 
against the decrees of Babu Govinda Chandra Das, Officiating Subordinate Judge 
of Chittagonedated the 6th August 190.3, affirming those ot Babu Cbaru Chandra 
Mitra, Munsiff of Chittagong dated the 26th December J902, 

(1) (1886) I L. R 11 Bom, 429. (3) (1897) I. L. B. 25 Calc 179 P. C. 

(2) (1894) I. L. R. 21 Calc. (4) (1902) I. L. R. 24 All. 467. 

(6) (1899) I. L. R. 26 Calg. 792. 
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Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for recovery of possession. * 

- The f^cts of the case and argunlent appear sftfficiently from 
the judgment. • • 

Babti Lai Mohan Doss an<i Moiilvi Sera/nl Islam for the 
Appellant. 

Babu Dhirendralal Kastgir for the Respondent. 
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The judgment of the Court was as follows : 

Mookerjee J. — On the i8th October, t88q, the plaintiff 
appellant purchased an entire Noabad mehal at a sale for arrears 
of revenue. On the 7th October, 1901, he commenced the 
action out of which the present appeal arises for recovery* of 
possession of a parcel of land included in the taluk purchased 
by him. The first defendant is a tenant under the second and 
third defendant who were the defaulting proprietors. The fourth 
defendant is a benamdar of the plainiff and the fifth defendant is 
his brother, and as no relief has been, claimed against the/n, no 
further reference need be mader to them. The contesting defen- 
dants resisted the claim sifbstantially on three grounds, pamely, 
first,, that the suit is barred by limitation, as the 'plaintiff 
was not in possession within the statutory period ; secondly,, 
that the defaulting propwetc^rs held an undertenure which 
was in the nature of a protected interest, and was .not* 
affected by the revenue sale ; and thirdly,, that subsequent 
to the purchase by the plaintiff, the term of the taluk had 
expired, and Government had created a new taluk in favour of 
the defaulting proprietors, defendants 2 and 3. The Court of 
first instance tried only the question of limitation and held £hat 
the suit was barred under Art. 14, schedule II of the Limitation 

Act. In this view of the matter, the Munsiff did not deal with 

• 

the other questions, and dismissed the suit. Upon appeal, tjie 
Subordinate Judge affirmed the view that the suit wasjbarred 
under Art. 14, and went on to add the following observations 
with regard to the third issue which raised the quetion, whether 
the plaintiff#had any subsisting title : “With regard to the third 
issue, it may be observed, that as the Government appears to 
have made a new settlement with the defendants 4 and 5, with 
effect from 1895 or 1896, the old taluk which the plaintiff appears 
to have purchased in revenue sale is now a nonentity and a new 
State of thing has now come into exi5tance^\ It is said by tho 
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learned Vakil for the respondents that the Subordinate Judge 
meant to find that the settlement had been made with defendants 
2 and 3. Be that as it may, "the Subordinate Judge -dismissed 

V, the appeal preferred to him. The plaintiff has appealed 10 this 

ara Gobinda Kalal ^ 1 , / • . u u j u- iT u ir 1 

Court, and two points have been urged on his behalf, namely, 

Mtw kerjee ^ that the suit is not barred by limitation, and secondly^ that 

the question whether the plaintiff has a subsisting title has not 
been property tried. 

In support of the first point, it has been contended, that the 
rule of limitation applicable is that embodied in Art. 12 1 of 
schedul II to the Limitation Act which provides that a suit to 
avoid an incumbrance or undertenure in an entire estate sold 
for arrears of Government revenue, maybe brought within twelve 
years from the time when the sale becomes final and conclusive, 
r In this view, the suit would be within time. In my opinion, 

this contention is clearly right. It has been argued however by 
the learned Vakil for the respondents that Art. 14 is applicable, 
because the suit ought to be treated as one to set aside an order 
« • of an dfficer of Government In his official capacity. I am unable 

to accept this contention as sound. The plaintiff does not seek 
to set ^ide any- order of an officer of Government ; he sues to 
' recover possession on the ground that he has purchased the 

property free of all incumbrances, and he has brought his suit 
within twelve years of the date when fhe sale became final and 
conclusive. It may be open to the defendants to show that the 
title which the plaintiff acquired at the sale has been subsequently 
extinguished ; but if they do show this, the plaintiff will fail, 
not because his claim is barred by limitation, but because he 
has no subsisting title upon which to rest his claim. It may 
further be pointed out that Art. 14 has no application, where 
there is no order to be set aside, or where the order is a nullity 
aiid does not require to be set aside ; see Bejoy Chandv, ‘Kristo 
Mohini (1). In other words, where an order is null and void 
and does not affect the plaintiff’s interest, so that there is 
no occasion or necessity to set it aside. Art. 14 has no application. 
On the other hand, if the plaintiff cannot succeed, on his title or 
recover possession so long as the order is not set aside, Art. 14 
e will apply ; see Mott Lai v. Karrahuldein (2) and Raghunath v. 

Kaniz. (3) In the case before me, the suit is in substance, as it 


m 
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Haqbul Ahmad, 


{1) (1894) I, L. N. 21 Calc. 626. (2) (1897) I. L. R. 25 Calc. 179 P, C, 

^3) (1902) I. B. 24 All. 467. 
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is in form, a suit for possessien by a purchaser at a revenue sal4 ; 
no order has been pointed out to me as the one w^ich the plaintiff 
^ seeks to set aside, or which is capable of being set aside. I must 
hold consequently, that^he article applicable is Art. 12 1 and not 
Art. 14 whichb seems to me to rtfer to orders and proceedings of 
a functionary to which by law is given a particular effect in favor 
of one person or against another, subject in the regular course, 
to a further judicial proceeding having for its object to quash 
them or set them aside. (Shw^ji v. Collector oj Ratnagiri) (i). 
The first ground taken or behalf of the appellant must, therefore, 
prevail. 

The second ground taken on behalf of the appellant refers 
to the question, whether or not the plaintiff has a* subsisting 
title. I have already ^juoted the single sentence in the judgment 
of the Subordinate Judge in which this question is supposed to 
be disposed of. The learned Vakil for the respondents frankly 
admits that the question is very unstisfactorily treated, but he 
seeks to support the judgment by refej-ence to some observations 
of the Munsiff upon the question of limitation. This does not 
appear to me to be a satisfactory mode of dealing with an 
important question. An examination, however, of the ju3gment 
of the Munsiff shows that that officer as well as the Subordinate 


Civil, 

1906. 

Maqbul Ahmad 
r. 

Kara Gobinda Kalal, 


Moolterjee J* 


Judge have made a nurpber pf assumptions which are not well- 
founded. In the first place, it is quite clear from the case*of 
Prosuimo Coomarv, Secretary of State (2), as also from the history 
of the Settlement of*Noabad lands as given in Mr. Cotton’s 
Revenue History of Chittagong and the correspondence orr the 
"Settlement of Noabad lands, that a Noabad taluk is not necessarily 
temporarily settled ; it may be a pemanently settled one. The 
resettlement of a Noabad taluk does not necessarily mean a settle- 
ment with new talukdars ; it may well be an adjustment of the. 
revenue and nothing more. The learned Subordinate Judge iv 
therefore in error in assuming that because a new settlement* was 
made in 1895 or 1896, the taluk which the plaintiff purchased has 
become a nonentity. Before this conclusion could be supported 
1 number of fa^ts which have not yet been investigated would have 
o be deteriinned. For instance, what were the incidents of 
he taluk purchased by the plaintiff, was it permanently settled 
temporarialy settled — would be a very important question. 
The learned vakil for the respondents observed that the plaintiff 
lid not produce the original patta of the taluk ; but the learned 
(1) (1886) I. L. R. 11 Bom. 429. (2) (1899) 1. L. R 26 Calc. 792, 
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Vakil for the appellant very pertinently pointed out that the 
respondents who are the defaulting proprietors have the custody 
of the document, and that his client, the auction-purchaser could 
not be expected to produce it. Another Question of fundamental 
importance would be, under what circumstances, did the settle- 
ment take place ? Was it merely for assessment of revenue ? 
If the original taluk was not permanently settled, was the new 
settlement made during the pendency or after the expiry of the 
term ? Was any notice served upon the new talukdar, the 
auction-purchaser ? Under what circumstances and in what 
character were the names of the defendants entered in the settle- 
ment papers ? Was it because they were and claimed to be in 
ac*‘ual occupation* as holders of a protected undertenure ? Upon 
this question, the fact that the defendants have never paid Govern- 
ment revenue whereas the plaintiffhas paid the same, will have an 
important bearing. I have stated enough to indicate that the ques- 
tion of title, which is the real question in the case, has not been pro- 
perly, tried, and when it comes to be considered after remand, it 
would be desirable to refer to chapter V. of Vol. V. of the Manual 
of Setjtlement of Noabad lands which deals with the question of 
the stafus of the Noabad talukdars. The Subordinate Judge 
may, in his discretion, allow the parties to adduce fresh evidence 
on this point, the bearing of which does not appear to have been 
rightly appreciated. If the question of title is decided in favour of 
the plaintiff, the further question, whether the defendants have 
any protected interest will require exanfination. The second 
point taken on behalf of the appellant must consequently be 
upheld. 

The result, therefore, is that this appeal must be allowed, 
the decree of the Subordinate Judge set aside, and the case 
remitted to him for trial in accordance with the observations 
contained in this judgment. The costs of this appeal will abide 
the result. 

This order, it is conceded, will govern appeals Nos. 2080, 
2081 and 2162 of 1903. 

Appeals allowed : cases remanded, 

A. T. M. 
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Before Mr. Justice foxe and Mr. Justice Doss. 

BEPIN BEHARY SEN and others 

% • 

V. 

•KRISfiNA BEHARY SEN.* 

Cicil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1%82) Secs. 509^ 522 — Difference of opinion^ 
no provision for — Judgment not in accordance with award — Appeal. 

When the arbitrators have given an unanimous awarti, the award is not a 
nullity because no jfrovision has been made in the order of reference for a 
contingency that has never arisen, viz.^ that the arbitrators might have differed. 

Gour Chunder Dhuttacharjee v. Sodoy Chunder Nundee (1) followed. 

Futteh Singh v. Qango (2), Thakoor Dass Chucker'hutty v. Ham Jeehun 
ChucUerhutty (3) and Muhammad Abtd s. Muhammad Asghar (4) distinguished. 

Section 622 of the Code of Civil Procedure does not allow an appeal on the 
ground that the judgment is m excess of the awaid but only on the ground Uiat 
the decree is so. ^ 

Appeal by the Defendants. 

Appeal against an order confirming an arbitration award. 
Babus Shib Chandra Palit and Jhanendra Nath Sarkar for 
the Appellants. ^ , 

Babus Mohendra Nath Ray and Nogendra Nath Ghose for 
the Respondent. • 

The judgment of the Court was as follows : 

• This is an appeal against an order of the second Subordinate 
Judge Sf 24 -Pergunn^,hs cojifirming an arbitration award. 

A preliminary * objection is taken by the respondent frhat 
under section 522 Civil Procedure Code no appeal lies. We 
think that this conteiftion should prevail. It is argued on behalf 
of the appellant to meet this preliminary objection, firstly^ that 
^here was no valid award at all ; and secondly^ that the decree 
IS not in accordance with the award. 

As regards the first point, the validity of the award is 
attacked on two grounds : firstly^ that there was no provision ip 
the order of reference to arbitration, for a difference of opinion 
among the arbitrators ; and secondly^ that the award was not filed 
in due time. Another objection is also raised to the effect that 
the petition for reference to arbitration was not duly signed. 
But it is admitted that there is no evidence on this point and the 
learned pleader for the appellant very properly withdraws the 
objection. • 

' • Appe&l from Original Decree No 253 of 1906, against the decree di Babu 

' Jogendra Nath Mukerjee, Subordinate Judge 2nd Court* of 24-Parganas, dated 
the 12th March 1906. 

(1) (1871) 17 W. B. 30. 

(2) (X865) 4 W. R 4 . 


CIVIL. 

1908. 

July^ 7, 8. 




(3) (1870) 14 W. B. 150. 

• (4) (1886) 1. h. R. 8 All 04. 
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On the question whether or not the award was filed in due 
time, we find from the order sheet that the arbitiators were 
directed to submit their report on or before the loth July 1905. 
On the loth July the following order was passed ; “ Read arbi- 
tration report. Time is allowed, till loth August 1905 for sub- 
mission of their award”. On the loth August a similar order 
was passed allowing time till the 21st August and on or before 
the 2ist August the arbitrator’s award was filed. It is said that 
the Court had no power to extend the time for submission of the 
award except the application of the arbitrators, and it is said that 
as a matter of fact no such application was made, and there is no 
such application on the record. But we think we cannot go 
behind the distinct terms of the orders of the loth July and loth 
August. These orders recite that the arbitration report was read 
and we must take it that there was an arbitration report before 
the Court when this order was passed. Such a report can only 
have been the request of the arbitrators for further time, for 
there is no other matter to which it could have refered. We 
think'therefore, that the objection that the award was not filed 
within the proper time necessarily falls to the ground. 

Then as to the objection that the absence of any provision 
in the order of reference to arbitration for a difference of opinion 
among the arbitrators invalidates the whole award, we think that 
this too cannot succeed. Assuming for the sake of argument 
and only for the sake of argument, that an appeal would lie 
on such a ground, a view against which there is high authority, 
we dq not think that the defect in the order of reference is at 
all vital. We have been referred to the cases of FiUteh Sing\ 
V. Qango (i), Thakoordass Chuckerhiitty v , Ram Jeehun Checker- 
butty (2) and Muhammad Ahid v. Muhammad Asghar (3), 
in each of which an award was held to be invalid by reason 
of the absence of any provision for any difference of opinion in 
the order of reference. But in all these cases the arbitrators 
disagreed and it stands to reason that in such cases the award 
must fail because the arbitrators arrive at different conclusions, 
none of which is the opinion of the whole body of arbitrators, 
and no provision exists for reconciling the different opinions or 
for determining which opinion shall prevail. In such cases 
there is no real award at all. But that is no justification 
for finding, when the arbitrators have given an unanimous 


(2) (1870) 14 W. R. 160, 
(3) iim) I. K 8, All, 64 


(1) (1866) 4 W. R.4, 
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award, that the award is a mere nullity because no provision has 
been made for a contingency that has never arisen, namely that 
the arbitrators might have differed.! For this view we have the 
authorfty of the case o^ Qour Chnndcr Hhuttacharjee v. Sodoy 
Chtindet Nundee (i). We thinj;c therefore that this objection also 
falls to the ground. 

Then there remains the objection that the decree is not in 
accordance with 4 he award ; of course, if this is the case, an appeal 
would lie in so far as the decree and award differ. But on read- 
ing the decree we find that it runs thus : It is ordered and 
decreed that the suit be finally disposed of according to the 
arbitration award and the said arbitration award be c;pnsidered 
as part of the decree. It is further ordered Uiat the parties dp 
get possession of their respective shares by demarcation of mites 
and bounds.” It is very difficult to see how this decree can 
differ from the award which it embodies. But it has been argued 
before us that whether this is so or not, the learned Subordinate 
Judge goes considerably beyond the award in his judgment. 
But Section 522 Civil Procedure? Code does not allow an 
appeal on the ground that th*e judgment is in excess of the 
award but only on the ground that the decree is so. The decree 
is the operative portion of the decision and we are not concerned 
with tbe question whether the judgment exceeds the award or 
not. Whether the Subotdin«te Judge in delivering his judg; 
ment went beyond the award or not, it is clear that he did not 
give effect to any *thing beyond the award in the operative 
portion of his decision. We think therefore that as the decree 
is not shown to be in excess of or not in accordance with the 
award no appeal lies from the decision of the Subordinate Ju^ge. 
The appeal is accordingly dismissed with costs. 

A. T. M. • Appeal dismissed. 

(l) (1871) 17 W. K. 30 
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Before Mr, fustice Boss, 

SURJA PROSAD THAKUR 

*' V . ' 

RAJMOHAN, TOPEDAR and others.* 

Partition decree— Mortgagee, not made a party if binding on mortgagee — Find- 
ings in judgment— Mortgagee taking advantage of— Estoppel, mutual. 

The judgment and decree in a suit for partition, to which a prior motgagee 
is not made a party, are not binding upon the mortgagee. 

Poona Sahu Y . Joonarain Loll (1), Bonomalee v. Koylash Chunder (2), 
Sita Ram v. Amir Begam (3), Soshi Bhusan v. Gogan Chunder (4', Keokuk and 
Western Railroad Company v Missou) i (b), Columbia Avenue 4'c, v. Dawson (6), 
Bancroft v. Wicomico (7). and Southern Bank v. Folsom (8) followed. 

The morgagee in such a case cannot take advantage of any finding in the 
said judgment. The estoppel must be mutual. 

Grija Kanta Lahiry v. Ilurruh (9) relied upon. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for declaration of title and for possession 
The material facts anid arguments appear from the judgment. 
Babus Dwarkanath Chakravarti and Tarak Chandra Chakra- 
varti for the Appellant. 

Dr. Rash Behary Ghose and Babu Govinda Chandra Dey 
Roy for the Respondents. 


The following judgment was delivered : — 

. Doss J. This is an appeal by the plaintiff in a suit to recover 
possession of 33 bighas odd of land in Mouzah Nathur Kona as 
appertaining to Taluk Sarapdi Khan. The plaintiff is the owner 
of 5 annas 6 gundas 2 koras 2 krants share in the Taluk, and seeks 
to recover possession of that share in the 33 bighas odd. In 1885 
Brojo Mohun Biswas, father of Nobin Chunder Biswas, was the 
owner of Taluk Anandiram Biswas and of certain shares in Taluk 
Sarapdi Khan. On th^,2nd of Bhadro 1292, corresponding to 
the 17th of August 1885, Brojo Mohun Biswas mortgaged Taluk 
Atiandiram Biswas and another property to the ancestors of the 
defendants. More than two years after the mortgage, that is in 
December 1887, Ram Sunkar Bhaduri, who is one of the co-sharers 
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in Taluk Sarapdi Khan, brought a suit for partition of that 
Taluk against the present plaintiff, and Nobin Chunder Biswas, 
who at tMat time was the owner off^ annas 13 gftndas i kara i 
krant Share of that Taiuk and also against the owner of the 
remaining share. The decree*in that suit was made on the 29th 
of June 1895. During the pendency of this partition suit, that 
is, in January 1890, the ancestors of the present defendants, that 
is the mortgagees, instituted a suit upon their nfortgago and 
obtained a decree on the 24th of February 1890. In execution of 
that decree Taluk Anandiram Biswas was sold and purchased by 
the mortgagees on the 21st of January 1892. Under the partition 
decree, the disputed lands fell to the share of the plaintiff in lieu 
of his undivided one-third share in Taluk Saiwpdi Khan. Th^ 
plaintiff alleges that he was in exclusive possession of the disputed 
lands after the decree made in the partition suit, that the defen- 
dants under their purchase at the auction-sale in i8q2 obtained 
collusive rent decree against the tenants on the land and thereby 
dispossessed him and he, therefore, brings the present suit for 
possession of the lands in dispute. * 

The Courts below have held that the defendants, who were 
prior mortgagees, not being parties to the partition suit* ’are not 
bound by the decree made in that suit, and, further, that the 
plaintiff has failed to prove that the disputed lands appertain to 
Taluk Sarapdi Khan. Upbn these findings the Courts below have 
dismissed the plaintiff’s suit. 

The plaintiff fil^ in the Court of first instance a judgment 
and a decree of the year i860 obtained by the ancestor of the 
present plaintiff against Brojomohun Biswas, under which, it is 
urged on behalf of the plaintiff, his ancestor obtained a decree for 
possession of 5 anna 6 gundas, 2 karas 2 krants share of the entire 
Mouzah Nathur Kona with other lands a» appertaining to Taluk 
Sarapdi Khan. This judgment and decree were apparently not 
relied upon before the Munsiff, because no mention of th%se 
documents is to be found in this judgment. But the^ were 
strongly relied upon before the learned Subordinate Judge, 
and, he seems to have been of opinion that though the decree 
of i860 shoVed that the entire Mouzah Nathur Kona belonged to 
Taluk Sarapdi Khan its effect was considerably impaired, if 
not whplly destroyed, by the findings in the Judgment in the 
partition suit of 1895. * 

Both the Courts below have dismissed the plaintiff’s suit. 
The plaintiff has appealed, and,, on his behalf, insistent reliancj 
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ha3 been placed upon the judgment and decree of i860. Wha 
the effect of that decree is upon the present suit I shall deal vvitl 
later. 

I agree in the view t^ken by the Gourts ‘below that th( 
judgment and decree in the partition suit of 1887 arq not binding 
upon the defendants. See Z>oo;/« Sahoov, yoonarain Loll (i) 
Bonomalee Nag v. Koylash Chtinder Dey (2^, Sila Ram v. Amt, 
Begam (3), Soshi Bhusun Guha v. Gogan Chutt^er Shah a (4) 
The same view has been taken by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in Keokuk and Western Rail Road Company v 
Missouri, (5) by the Federal Courts (see Columbia Avenue Savings 
Fund & Co. V. Dawson, (6) Bancroft v. Wicomico Country Com 
missioners (7) Southern Bank ^ Co. v. F^olsom (8) also by the 
Supreme Courts of most of the states ; see Cyclopedia of Law 
and Procedure Vol. 23 p. 1268 (where most of the cases are 
collected). Though Mr. Justice Markby in his judgment in the 
oi Bonomalee Nag V. Koylash Chuuder Dey (2) laid down 
the law with some decree of hesitancy, the essential reasons upon 
which that rule is based have subsequently been fully expounded 
in the luminous judgment of Mr. Justice Mahmood in the case of 
Sita Ram v. Amir Begam (3) and, if this view has, as I have 
indicated, been accepted by most of the Supreme Courts in 
America and also the unanimous judgment of the Supreme 
Court of the United States, there ckn scarcely be any room for 
doubt as to the soundness of the rule. 

The rule of law that a puisne mortgagee'' is not bound by a 
judgment and decree obtained by a prior mortgagee against his 
mortgagor upon his mortgage, to which the puisne mortgagee is 
not a party, and that the amount, if any, due upon the prior 
mortgagee must be proved afresh in his presence [see Umesh 
Chunder Sircar v. Zahuf Fatima (9)] Dehendra Narain Roy v. 
Ramtaran Banerjee (10) is merely another illustration of the same 
doctrine ; similar instances are to be found in other legal relations 
as, for instance between grantor and grantee, assignor and assignee, 
lesser and lessee (herein with some apparent qualifications) and 
so forth. These rules are merely particular applications of a 
higher and more universal principle that a judgment pan only 

(1) (1869) 12 W. R. 362. (4) (1894) I. L. R. 22 Calc. 364. 

(2) (1^78) I. L R. '4 Calo. 692. (6) (1893) 162 United States Reports 301. 

(3) (1886» I. L. R. 8 All 324. (6) (1903) 130 Federal Reporter 152. 

(7) (190.3) 121 Federal Reporter 874 ; 

(8) (1896) 76 Federal Reporter p. 929, see also Van Fleet’s Former Adjudica- 
tion Vol. II p. 1078. 

^ (9) (1889) L. R. 17 I. A. 201 ; 1. L. R. 18 Calc. 164 
(10)^(1903) I. L. R. 80 Calc. 699 (F. C.) 
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bind the quantum of interest (in the subject matter) represented 
in the suit and adjudicated upon thereby. The case of Hindu 
widow aEd a reversioner or that ofl successive shfebaits, proves no 
real exception ta this principle. The binding character of the 
judgment in such cases depends on the ’quantum of interest (in 
the subject matter) represented in the suit and this quantum 
varies according to the nature of the suit» or the character of the 
transaction adjudicated upon, • 

It has, however, been urged on behalf of the appellant that 
the case of Dooma Sahoo v,Joonarain Loll (i), Bonomalee Nag v, 
Koyla^h Chunder Dey (2), and Soshi Bhustin Guha v. Gogan 
Chnnder Saha (3), ought to be reconsidered in the light of the 
decision of the Privy Council in the case of* Byjnath Lall^ 
Ramoodeen Chowdhr^ (4) and the judgment of this Court fn Hem 
Chunder Ghosev. Thako Moni Debi (k). In the first mentioned 
case, the Privy Council held that in the absence of fraud or col- 
lution, a mortgagee of an undivided share of land, is bound by a 
partition held by the Revenue authorities and can only enforce 
his mortgage against such lands a*s have been allotted to his 
mortgagor in severalty at dhe partition. In the last mentioned 
case, the same principle was extended to a pa^'tition by the Civil 
Court. The grounds upon which this principle is based are stated 
by theV Lordships of the Judicial Committee in the following 
passage at page ii9*of Law^Reports i Indian appeal : “ It is,th£re-* 
fore, clear that the mortgagor had power to pledge his own un- 
divided share in thes» villages ; but it is also clear that he could 
not by so doing, affect the interest of the other shares in .them, 
and that the persons who took the security took it subject to the 
right of those shares to enforce a partition, and thereby to con- 
vert what was an undivided share of the v^^iole into a defined 
portion held in severalty.” In other words, the fundamental 
reason is that the persons who took the security took it subject 
to the tights of those shares to enforce a partition. ^ 

Notv, does this reason apply to the case of a judgment 
between the mortgagor and a third person under the mortgage ? 
Of course, if the defendants’ ancest'ors had taken a mortgage of 
some share in taluk Sarapdi and had not been made a party to 
the subsequent suit for partition of that Taluk, they would, under 
these decisions, have been bound by this partition unless there 
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was fraud or collusion between the parties in the partition suit, 
and would have been entitled to enforce their mortgage against 
such lands onlj' as had been illotted to their mortgagor on parti* 
tion. But that is not the case here, the^idefendants claimed the 
disputed lands as part arid parcel of taluk Anandiram Biswas, 
which taluk admittedly did not form the subject matter of 
partition. The real point in controversy between the parties is 
whether the disputed lands form part and parcel of taluk Sarapdi 
Khan or of taluk Anandiram Biswas. If the plaintiff in the parti- 
tion suit and his co-sharers had before the suit for partition 
brought a suit against Nobin Chundra Biswas for declaration 
that the disputed lands appertained to taluk Sarapdi Khan 
^ and not to ta.luk Anandiram Biswas which was owned by 
Nobin and if in that suit judgment had been passed in favour of 
the plaintiff declaring the lands as forming part of taluk Sarapdi 
Khan, such judgment would not, according to the authorities 
I have mentioned have been binding upon the defendants, who 
ex hypothesi were no parties to such a suit. And, if after such 
judgment a suit for partition of taluk Sarapdi Khan had been 
brought upon the basis of this declaration, the decree m 
the partition suit would have been as ineffectual against the 
defendants as the judgment in the suit for the declaration, 
because the decree in the partition suit, in so far as it includes in 
r the partition the lands in question proceeds upon the basis of 
the declaration in the previous suit. The decree for partition 
under consideration may be regarded as compounded of these 
two suits ; and, the finding in the judgment that the lands in 
question form part of taluk Sarapdi Khan may be considered as a 
declaration previously made in an independent suit, when the 
defendants took a mortgage of taluk Anandiram Biswas from 
Nobin, they could not be said to have taken the security subject 
^ to the right of any co-sharers to enforce a partition, because 
admittedly in taluk Anandiram there were no co-shares. There 
were co-shares in taluk Sarapdi Khan, but the defendants’ ancestors 
did not take a mortgage of taluk Sarapdi Khan. It seems to me, 
therefore, that the reasons which underlie the decision of the 


Privy Council in Byjnath Lull v. Ramoodeen Chowdhury (i), 
and Hem Chunder Ghose v. Thako Mom Debi ( 2 ), cannot affect 
the grounds of the decision in the cases of Dooma Sahob v.^ 
Joonorain Lall (3), Bonomalee Nag v. Koylash Chunder Dey (4). 

(1) (1874) L. R. I. I. A. 106. (3) (1869) 12 W. R 362. 

(2) (1893) I. L R Calc. 583. (4j (1878) I, L R. 4 Calc. 69S?, 



VoL. VIIL] 


flIG& COURT. 


m 


SosM B/tusan Giiha v. G^an Chunder Saha (i) and Stki 
*Ram V. Amir Bcgam (2) or t^e ground of the decision 
in the present case. I am of opinion, therefore, that the 
defendants are not bounQ by the partition decree of 1805. 

One of tjie reasons assigned by the learned Subordinate 
[ Judge for his view that the partition decree is not binding upon 
^ the defendants is that the respondents, that is, the^defendants, 
had purchased Notin’s right in Nathur Kona as appertaining to 
both taluk Sarapdi Khan and taluk Anandirani in 1892, and that, 
therefore, Nobin had ceased to have any interest in the property 
partitioned, before the partition decree was made. This is evidently 
a mistake, because admittedly the defendants purchased taluk 
Anandiram only. They did not purchase taluk*Sarapdi Khan.* * 

Both the Courts below have found that, since December i8q2, 
the defendants have been in .posbession of the disputed lands. The 
present suit was brought on the 4th of October 1 904. Therefore, the 
possession by the defendants is within twelve years of the present suit. 

I have now to consider the effect ^af the judgment and decree 
of i860 to which I have already <id verted. The learned Subor- 
dinate Judge, as I have said, is of opinion that the decree shows 
that the entire Mouzah Nathur Kona was the. subject matter of 
the suit, but that its effect was nullified by the findings in the 
judgmefit in the partition suit. I do not think that this is a 
sound reason for, if the judgment and decree in the partition 
suit are not, as I have already pointed out, binding upon the 
defendants the^ can •not be permitted to take advantage of any 
findings in that judgment : for, an estoppel must be nrutual. 
"^ee the observations of the Privy Council in Gtija Kant Lajtiry 
Chuivdhtiry v. Hurrish Chandar Chowdhury (3) and Kcskiik and 
Western Rail Road Company v. Scotland Country (4)] I must 
therefore, consider the probative effect of the decree of 1860^ 
or rather the summary of the claim stated in that decree, 
independently of, and as unaffected by the finding in* the 
judgment in the partition suit. The judgment in the sifit in 
which that decree was made shows that the main question 
between the fiarties was as to the extent of the share to which 
the plaintiff in that suit was entitled. There was no question 
Raised as to whether the plaintiff had claimed lands of any other 
taluk except taluk Sarapdi Khan. No doubt, in the summary 
of the claim stated in the decree the claim is for a certain share 
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of.Mouzah Nathur Kona and oth^r lands as appertaining to 
taluk Sarapdi Khan, but it is, in my opinion, not safe to rely 
upon such a statement in (he absence of the pleadings in that 
suit. The question in the present case is whether the lahds in 
dispute formed parcel of taluk Sarapdi Khan. I do not think 
that from this statement alone any positive inference can be 
drawn that the lands in dispute did really form part of the claim 
in the suit of i860. 

Both the courts below have, as I have said, held that the 
defendants have been in possession since December 1892 : but it 
seems to me that the cardinal issue which ought to be tried for 
the purpose of determing whether the lands in dispute formed 
parcel of taluk Sarapdi Khan or Anandiram has not been tried 
and that issue is who in 1892, that is at the time when the 
defendants obtained possession under their purchase, and there- 
fore, was in possession of the disputed lands. The plaintiff is 
admittedly the owner of '5 anna 6 gundas 2 karas and 2 krants 
share. If the disputed lands formed part of the Taluk Sarapdi 
Khan, one would naturally "^expect that the plaintiff would be in 
possession of a one-third share of the lands in dispute as forming 
part of ‘taluk Sarapdi Khan. If he was in possession of the 
lands in suit in 1892, then that possession w’ould have a two-fold 
consequence. It would show in the first place that the plaintiff 
»vas in possession within twelve >''eais"of the'i^resent suit, which 
undoubtedly he must prove in order to be able to succeed in the 
case ; and, in the second place, it would rarse an inference that 
the decree in i860 probably included the lands in dispute, for he 
could not have obtained possession except under that decree. 
Thirty two years intervened between the date of that decree and 
the date when the defendants obtained possession. It is there- 
fore all important to enquire who during that period was in 
possession of the disputed lands : If the plaintiff or his ancestor 
was in^ possession of the disputed lands as appertaining to taluk 
Sarapdi Khan, then he ought to be able to adduce conclusive 
evidence in proof of that fact. To my mind, it is the most 
essential question to be tried in this case, before any satisifactory 
solution can be obtained. I must, therefore, remand' this case to 
the lower appeljate Court for a finding upon this issue. The 
appeal will remain on the file of this court, and the question of 
costs will be decided at the ultimate hearing. 


N\ K. n. 


Ctjse remanded. 
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Bejore Mr. Justice Mook^rjee and Mr. Justice Casperss. ^ 
THAKUR PROSAD alias SHUMBOO NARAIN 

, * 

• PUN'KAL SINGH.* 

Specif c Ueltef Act (I of 1S7 7) Sec. 4'f—Declaratum, suit for, that a decree mu 
fraudulent — Further relief— f^ourt ‘fee how to he auesfed — Plaint ori- 
guially correctly framed — Suhset/uent amendment, defeetire — Jteetoration 
hy appellate (3urt. * 

It IS ncccs-Hary for the plaintiff to ask not only for a declaration that a 
decree obtained against him was fraudulent but aho for a consc'iucntial relief, 
r»r, cither to have tho fraudulent <lccree set asulc or to have a perpetual 
injunction granted to ro'^train tlic tleorcediolder from oxccuUng it. 

(tour Mohun (7onli v. Diuonath Karmohar (1) followed. ^ 

A suit for a declaration that a decree obtaincil against the plaintiff was 
fraudulent, with a consequential relief, ‘should ordinal ily be valued at the 
amount for which the decree sought to be •^ct aside was obtained. 

Mueftt Biht rmutul Ditul v. .Mnut. Nanii Koer (2) follo%\ed. 

Where the plaint was originally coricctly framed, but by reason of an un- 
founded objection as to deficiency of Court-fees taken by the defendant, the 
plaintiff withdrew his jirayer for eonsL^jucntial lelief, winch resulted in the 
dismissal of the suit on the groiuwi of its not being maintainable, ^fhe High 
Court in second appeal allowed the pl.iint to be amended nn<l restored to its 
original form. 

Appeal by tlic Defendant. 

Suit to set aM(lc a decr*ec upon declaration that it jvas* 
collusive and fraudulent and to save the holding from liability 
to auction sale. 

^ The facts of the case and argument appear suflTiciently from 

the judgment. 

Babu Gtinada Charan Sen Babti Mohini Mohan 

Chatterji) for the Appellant. . 

Babu Dwarka Nath Mittcr for the Respondent. • 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by ^ 

Mookeijee J.— The circumstances which gave rise* to the 
litigation out of which the present appeal arises may be briefly 
outlined. TJie plaintiff respondent holds in tenancy right 5 bighas 
5 cottahsef land under the first defendant, who is the zemindar 

, •Appeal from Appllate Decree No 2512 of 1 906 against the Decree of E. 

^ Panton Esq., District Judge of Sarun, dated the 7 th September 1905j affirming 
that of Baba Bepin Behary Dey, Munsiff of Chapra 3rd Court, dated the 31st 
March 1905. 


OlVlV 

1907. 
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(1) (1897) 1. L U. 25, Calc 40. 


(2) (19i>7) 11 0. W. N. 706. 
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of ^the village within which the lands .are comprised. In 1901 the 
first defendant brought a suit for rent against the second defendant 
upon the allegation that the laiter was a tenant in respect of the 
disputed property, and oljtained an expurte decree against him. 
He subsequently made an application to execute this decree with 
the result that the holding was advertized for sale on some date in 
September 1904. Thereupon, on the 13th September 1904, the 
plaintiff comrtienced this action to set aside the decree upon 
declaration that it was collusive and fraudulent, and to save the 
holding from the liability of auction sale. The plaintiff also prayed 
that his possession might be confirmed. 

The claim was resisted by the first defendant alone at whose 
instance the question was raised, whether the plaint which bore 
a court-fee of ten rupees, was sufificiently stamped. It appears to 
have been argued that the plaintiff was bound to pay court- fees 
upon the value of the property in dispute which was estimated at 
Rs. 250. With a view to avoid this objection, the plaintiff with- 
drew the second and third prayers in the plaint, so that the suit 
thereupon became one for declaration that the decree passed 
on the 8th January 1902 was fraudulent and collusive. 

The cCourt of first instance tried the suit on the merits 
and found upon the evidence that the second defendant had no 
title to the disputed holding and that the second defendant had 
been set up by the first defendant in order that the latter 
might obtain a fraudulent decree in execution of which the 
property might be ultimately sold. In this^view of the matter, 
the Munsiff gave the plaintiff a declaration that the decree was 
fraudulent and collusive and also set asideThe decree as prayed. 
The -first defendant then appealed to the District Judge, and it 
was argued on his behalf that the suit was not maintainable 
because after the second and third prayers in the plaint had been 
withdrawn, the suit became one for a declaratory decree, and was 
consequently not maintainable under the proviso to section 42 
of the ^ecific Relief Act, It was contended that it was open to 
the plaintiff to ask for consequential relief and that as no conse- 
quential relief was asked for in the amended plaint, he could not 
proceed with the suit. ^ 

The District Judge over-ruled this contention. He found 
Upon the evidence that the decree was fraudulent and in this 
view of the matter dismissed the appeal. 

The first defendant has now appealed to this Court, and 
on his behalf it has been argued that the suit is not main- 
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tainable. In our opinion this contention is well-founded. The 
plainttflf was bound to ask for consequential relief, namely, either 
to have t]ie fraudulent decree set aside or to have a perpetual 
injunc^on granted to restrain the fii 4 t defendant {rom executing it. 
In the plaint as originally framed, such consequential relief was 
sought and ifi our opinion pro])erly. As was pointed out by this 
Court in the case of Guar Mo/inn Gonli v. Ditto Naih Kat mokar{i)y 
it is necessar]^ for the plaintiff to ask for consequential 
relief in a case of this description, because if consequential 
relief is not asked for, it would be open to the decree-holder to 
proceed with the execution of the decree. The learned Judges 
of this Court in support ot this view relied on the case of 
Knnhamed v. Kutti (2) In that case the plaintiff had ‘asked for 
a declaration that a certain decree had been obtained against hihi 
by fraud, but had Omitted to ask for a perpetual injunction to 
restrain the decree-holder from executing that decree. It was 
pointed out that the prayer for injunction was necessary, because 
it was only by an injunction that the plaintiff could really pro- 
tect himself from execution proceedings being taken against him 
by the decree-holder who had Obtained a decree by fraud. That 
this view is well-founded <hi reason is obvious from the .circums- 
tances of the present case When the suit was instUuted, the 
sale \^as impending and the plaintiff found it necessary to ask for 
a temporary injui\ction to re-.|iain the dcciee-holder from pro- 
ceeding with the execution pending the hearing of the suit m 
the Court of first instance. He obtained a temporary injunction 
whicn could have been granted only upon the assumption that 
ultimately in the suit a perpetual injunction would be granted to 
restrain the decree-holder from executing the decree. BuX after 
he had obtained the temporary injunction, he withdrew the prayer 
for perpetual injunction. In our opinmn, it was not open to the 
plaintiff to adopt this course. • , 

The learned vakil for the respondents placed reliance or»the 
deciskm of the Allahabad High Court in the case of Ummo Singh 
V. Hardco (3), to show that a suit may be maintained for a ddfclaration 
that the decree has been obtained by fraud, without any prayer 
for consequential relief. An examination of the case cited, shows, 
howeveP, that there is no foundation for this contention. In the 
case which the learned Judges of the Allahabad High Court had 
to deal with, the plaintiff had asked for consequential relief, 

0) {is^7) I L. R. 25 Calo. 49 ( 2 ) (1897) I. L. R. 14 Mad. I 07 . 

(3) (1907) I L,B. 29 AU, 418. 
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because he had prayed that the decree obtained by the defendant 
might be declared fraudulent and set aside. 

We must ^ consequently^ hold that it was necessary for the 
■ plaintiff to ask not only for a mere declaration, but also that the 
decree might be set aside, or a perpetual injunction granted 
against the decree-holder. The plaint, as we have already stated, 
was originally framed correctly, but by reason of an unfounded 
objection a^ to deficiency of court-fees, tiken by the defendant, 
to which the plaintiff yielded only too readily and to which effect 
was given by the Court of first instance without much considera- 
tion, the prayer for injunction was withdrawn ; and the plaint 
as it now stands is open to objection. The proper course to 
follow under these circumstances is to allow the plaint to be 
amended and to restore it to its original form. There can be no 
substantial objection to this course, inasmuch as we find that the 
plaint as it originally stood, was correctly stamped. It was pointed 
out by this Court in Musst, Bihi Umatul Batnls. MussU Nanji 
Km(\) that in a case of this description the suit ought to be valued 
at the amount for which the decree sought to be set aside, has 
been obtained, because, if that decree is set aside, or a perpetual 
injunction is granted against the decree-holder, the effect is to 
deprive the decree-holder of the benefit which he would otherwise 
have obtained, and the fruits he would have lealised by execution 
of the decree. In the present case^ the decree^ which was sought 
to be set aside on the ground of fraud, was for the sum of Rs. 68, 
and the court-fees, which were paid on the plaint, were amply 
sufficient for this purpose We, therefore, direct that the plaint 
be amended and restored to its original form. 

The result is that this appeal fails, and must be dismissed 
with costs. 

Appeal dismissed. 

A# T. M. 

‘ (1) (1907) 6 C. L, J. 427 , 11. C. W. N. 705, 
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WtU — Daijhluiga — Widow entitU'd only to maintf>nantt\ if ooh oontfst th4i 
validity of grant to idoh or count ruction of will — Ilcmdcnce^ restriction 
as to jjlace of — ^'‘Just cause" for non-compliance — .\/aintcnance, right 
to and amount^ f can he limited by will — Hindu testator^ power of 
to deprive his widow of share of property — Maintenance, right of, if can 
be excluded by implication. 




Where the plaintiff, boiiij' a wulow of the tontator, is entitled to mainte- 
nance and IS a stranger to the estate, which, on an MitCHtaey, would go 
the adopted son, she is no* competent to raise any (juestion ns'to the valfility 
of certain provisions in ftie will relating to the establishment and mamtcnance 
of certain idols or to have a const ruotiun of the entire will. 

Brinda Chaudhrain v Radhika Chaudhrain (1) followed. 

One of the clauses of the will was as follrAvs “ If, after my death, my 
wife resides in my house at Madhupur, or in ray house at Benares, she shall, 
so long as she lives, get from ray estate, an*nllowance of Us. 12.') a ifionth for 
her maintenance and for doing religious or pious acl.s ; if, instc.ad of residing 
in my house at Benares, she rcsiflcs at Calcutta or elsewhere, and, do(.‘8 not 
adopt a son according to the directions contained in para 2 of^thc will, or 
does not live a chaste life, she shall not get the aforesaid allowance, or any 
assistanHj or benefit from my estate ” The testator’s concubines were 
living in the Benares Isouse, an<f th(f Madhupur house was not fit for human 
habitation and the widow proposed to live with the aiiopted son in Calcutta 

Held, that there was^a just cause for the widow not to reside at Benares or 
at Maiihupur, and a sum of Us 320 per mensem was a proper allowance for her 
maintenance, the excess over the sum of Us 125 was <luc to her ns compensation 
for her inability to re.side at Benares or at Ma<lhupur and that the said amount 
of Rs 320 should be ma<Ie a charge upon the estate. • 

Per Caspersz J. — The amount of maintenance fixe<l hy the testator himself, 
which 18 not a nominal amount, and which is not, contrary to any provisions 
of Hindu law, cannot be varied by the Courl. • 

A Hindu widow is not obliged to live a life of asceticism. .She is bound to 
perform various religious, social and domestic ceremonies ; she is not CQtitlcMi to 
a bare subsistence or a starving allowance. • 

A Hindu widow cannot be depnvecl of her right to maintenance by any 
provision in a Dayabhaga Will. 

A Hindu •in Bengal may by will exclude his widow from her right to a 
■hare in hia^roperty on partition between her sons and grandsons. 

Dehcndra v. Brayendra (2) referred to. • 

The rfght of a widow to maintenance cannot be exclude*! V^y irap4iCa(ion. 


* Appeal from Original Decree No. 180 of 1907, againt the decree of Babtt 
Kanti Chunder Mukerji, Subordinate Judge of Kungpur, dated the 8th 
April 1907. 

(1) (1885) I. L. R 11 Calc 492. * 


(2) (1890) I. L. R. 17 Calc. 880. 
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^Per Coxe J.^k Hindu husband has not tl^e right to reduce the amount of a 
chaste widow’s maintenance below the proper provision. That provision has to 
be calculated on (<*) the value of the j-state and (ft) the position anl status of 
thedeceased husband and the widow. In calculating the amount dup on th^^second 
consideration great weight should be attached to a statement in the husband’s 
will, not as being a legal limitation of the Widow’s right but as evidence as to 
what a lady in the position of his widow should need. 

I^ittokUgory Dasftee v. Jogendro Nath Midhck (1) referred to. 

Appeal by the Defendant No. 1 . 

Suit for the construction of the Will. 

The facts of the case and argument appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Dr. Rash Behary Ghose and Bahus Dwarka Nath Chticker- 
hutty^ Prom(itho Nath Sen and Harris Chundcr Roy for the 
Appellant. 

Mr. B. Chuckerhutty ( Counsel ) and Bahus Nibnadhub Bose^ 
Surendra Nath Roy^ Provas Chunder Mitra and Sushil Madhub 
Mullick for the Respondents. 

« c:. A. V. 

The judgments of the Court were as follows : 

Caspersz J. — Dakshina Mohan Roy Chowdhuri, a Hindu 
governed by the Dayabhaga law, executed a will, on the 5th 
November 1895, and a codicil to the same dated the 3rd July 
1897. He died on the 22nd March 189S leaving him surviving 
his widow Srimati Nogendra Bala Chowdhurani and an adopted 
son Dakshaja Mohun Roy Chowdhuri whom he had adopted on 
the date on which the codicil was executed. The widow contest- 
ed the probate proceedings, but, in the end, probate was granted 
to the. executors. She then instituted the suit, giving rise to the 
present appeal, for a construction of the will of Dakshina Mohun 
Roy Chowdhhri, alleging that she was benefically intrested in the 
will and that certain of its provisions were invalid, inoperative, 
and ineffective. 

The Subordinate Judge gave the plaintiff a modified decree. 
The surviving executor and the adopted son appealed to this 
Court ; but, on the conclusion of the argument for the executor, 
the adopted son was, on his application and without opposition, 
transferred to the category of respondents, and learned counsel 
on his behalf has argued in support of the finding of the Subor- 
dinate Judge with regard to the disposition creating certain 
Dibutter property. 

The Subordinate Judge has increased the plaintiff^s mainten- 
(1) <1878) L. R. 6 I. A. 65. 
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ance from rupees 125, the monthly sum mentioned in the will, 
to rupees 500 per mensem. He has declared the provisions* of 
the will dedicating certain properties to the wo^hip of the idols 
to be •established at Benares to be invalid. He has, also, declared 
that the plaintiff shall not forfeit h&r right to maintainance for 
not living af Benares or at the family dwelling house at Madhu- 
pur in the district of Rungpore, and he has construed the will 
in other respect^ as appears from the decree fram^ in accord- 
ance with his judgment. 

The executor Promotho Nath Roy is now the sole appellant, 
and Dr. Rash Behary Ghose has argued on his behalf that the 
provisions of clause 5 of the will, regarding the establishment of 
the thakuranis and a thakur at Benares, are valid according to 
Hindu Law, and that the plaintiff, being entitled to maintenance 
only, and being a sfranger to the estate which, on an irttestacy, 
would go to the adopted son, is not competent to raise any 
question as to the validity of the Debutter. It is, also, urged that 
unless the widow lives at Benares or at Modhupur, she will not be 
entitled to any maintenance, and th<U she must be limited to the 
monthly sum of Rs. 125 mentidned in the will of the testator. 

The only clauses in tHe will calling for attention in Jthe pre- 
sent appeal are the 5th and I4^h clauses. -In the 5th clause the 
testator says : “ I have an intention to establish at Benares, after 
my name, the deitjes Dak*hin^ Kali, Tara, Bhubaneswari Thakur- 
anis and Dakshineswar Siva Thakur. During my life time Whall 
establish and consecrate the aforesaid Thakur and Thakuranis, 
construct temples for them, and make provisions for their seba 
(service) and worship. Should I happen to die, which God forbid, 
without having in my tife-time established the said Thakjuranis 
in that case, as soon as possible after my death, my begotten son, 
if any living, and in his default, my adoj)ted son, or if there be 
any son living a minor, or in ^le absence of any begotten^or 
adopted son, the executor of this will and, in his default, the per- 
son who may, according to the directions made below, be appoint- 
ed administrator by the Judge of the District of Rungpdre, for 
the time being shall from the income of my property other than 
the debutter property cause the aforesaid thakur and thakuranis 
to be established and consecrated and temples to be constructed 
for them, and consecrated at a cost not exceeding Rs. 7000 and 
the immovable properties mentioned in the schedule •given in 
the foot of this will, shall be dedicated to and set apart for the 
said Dakshineswar Siva thakur and Dakshina Kali, Tara and 
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Bhubaneswari Thakuranis to meet the expenses of their seba 
(service) and worship, and after my d-^ath the aforesaid properties 
shall be the absolute debtUi^r properties of the said thakur and 
thakuranis and with the profits of the same the expenses of the 
deity and periodical worships, service and offering and other 
necessary expenses in connection wnth the same, and the expen- 
ses of the repairs of the thakurbaries and of the construction of 
new houses, when necessary, shall continue to be defrayed, but on 
no account there shall be daily given less than 30 seers of rice 
and upakarans suitable to the same, and the religious mendicants, 
beggars, poor Brahmins and Baisnabs will be fed with the prosad 
of the offerings so made. No sebait^ and none of my heirs and 
representatives shall be able to create any incumbrance over or 
to make any transter or make putni or any other kind of perma- 
nent settlement or any ijara settlement for more than 10 years, 
or do any acts injurious to the profits of the aforesaid debuttcr 
property and should he do so, it shall not stand valid.” 

It is obvious that the Thakur and Thakuranis had no material 
existence, by the names mentioned in the will, at the time of the 
testator’s death. They were not personified or visnalized, and 
if the case of Upendra Bural v. Hem Chandra Bural{i) was 
correctly decided, the gift or dedication of properties in favour of 
these deities was certainly invalid. It was there observed ‘4f 
there was a gift to the idol, it wa^ bad because there was 
no idol in existence at the time of his death ; if there 
was a power to make such a gift the power was ineffective 
because, on the authority of Bai Motwahoo Bat Mamoobai (2) 
we think that a power must be to convey to a person, who was in 
existence, either actual or in contemplation of law, at the death 
of the testator, and the idol to which the dedication is sought to 
have been made was not then in existence.” 

The learned Judges then proceeded to say, “ the deity, no 
doubt, is always in existence, but there could be no gift to the 
deity ^ such, and there was no personification of the deity to 
whom che gift could have been made or who was capable of 
taking it.” The same point was similarly decided by Mr. Justice 
Stanley in Rajamoye Dassi v. Trotlokho Mohiny Dasyi (3) and 
by Mr, Justice Stephen in Nagendra Nandtni Dassh v. Benoy 
Krishna Deb (4)i» If it were necessary to decide the point, we 


(1) (1897) I. L. R. 35 Calc. 405. 

(2) (1897) I L. R 21 Bom. 709 ; L. R. 24 I. A. 93 

(3) (1901) I. L. R. 29 Calc. 260 (273). (4) (.1902) I. L. B. 30 Calc. 521. 



VoL. VIIL] 


HIGH COURt. 


493 


should be disposed to accept the view of law which has prevailed Civil. 

since the earlier case of Pio^ad Das v Shco Ptostid Iimg, 

^ ^i) cited in the judgmentfcf Mr, Justice Stanley, nut, p,oniothr 5 ^»(h Roy 

in our, opinion, the widow is not* competent to raise such a r. 

question, or to have a construction of riie entire will. The 5th • 

clause, of which she seeks con*sti uction, does not militate against t'liowUhurani. 
her interest which is restricted to maintenance on the conditions 
specified in the^iqth clause of the will In this view we .iie ’ 

supported by the decision in Hnnia Clvtudhraui v. Radhua 
Chmvdhrani (2) where it was said that a widow is entitled to 
maintenance and to bring a suit to have hei maintenance made a 
charge upon the estate of her deceased husband This case W'as 
distinguished by Baner)i and Stephen JJ in Garaht/t! Dassi v. 

Protap Chandra Shaha (3) But the learned Judges thought that* 

^ they were entitled to took at the pio\ isions of the wilhof the 
adopted son of the widow’’s husband in order to see il it really 
aflfected the right of the widow to maintenance, and, looking at 
the will, they said that it did not affect her right in any way 
whatever It follow’s, in our opiniyn, that the widow’s iptcrest 
must be restricted to her claim for maintenance, and that other 
questions regarding tlie constiuction of the will must Jpe dealt 
wMth betw'een the executor representing the estate Tind the 
adopted son who is the beneficiary under the w ill 'Uie adopted 
son, Daivshaja Mohan Roy ^'haudhiiri, never sought to have cons- 
truction of the will of Dakslnna Mohan Roy Choudhuri .He 
is not entitled in his new capacity as respondent, to have cons- 
truction as against ?he executor who wms a co-defendant in the 
Y^suit as originally brought by the wIdow^ I he contrary view 
w’ould enlarge the scope of the present litig«ition wdnch, as w'e 
have said, must be restricted to the interest of the widow oiil},^ 

Coming then to the question of mamtcnaiice and residence 
w'e observed that the 14th clause of Uie wAl of Dakslnna Mohaji 
Roy Choudhuri wms based f>n the assumption that Ins w’ldyw 
w’OLild a^opt a son in accordance with the authority delegated to 
her by the second clause of the will. He haMiig himself tikeii a 
son in adoption, by his codicil of later date, the 14th clause must 
be read subject to the codicil wherein he declared that “ should 
the aforesaid will made by me, contain any provisions contrary to 
this codicil, they shall be inoperative and the provisions of this 
J codicil sh*all prevail.” • • 

(1) (1880) 7 C. L. R. 278. (2) (1885) I L. R. 11 Calc. 492. 

(3) (1900) 4 C. W. 5. 002. 
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The 14th clause consists of four parts : “ (i) If, after my death, 
ifiy wife, the said Nagendra Bala "Choudhurani, resides in my 
house at Madl^upur or in nf^y house at Benares, sh^ shall, so 
long as she lives, get from my estate an allowance of Rs. 125 
a month for her maintenance and for doing religious or pious 
acts. (2) Except receiving that fixed allowance, she shall have 
no right to the debutter or other properties left by me, nor 
shall she be able to interfere with the same in any way. 

(3) If, instead of residing in my house at Madhupur or in 
my house at Benares, she resides at Calcutta or elsewhere, 
and does not adopt a son according to the directions contained in 
para 2 of this will, or does not live a chaste life, she shall not get 
the aforesaid allowance, or any assistance or benefit from my 
es’iate. (4) If there be any disagreement between my said wife 
and rfiy begotten son or adopted son, and 'if my wife like to live 
separately, in that case, if she lives at Benares she shall get two 
rooms either on the first floor or on the second floor of my 
Benares house to live in and, if she resides in my Madhupur 
houses she shall construct four thatched huts within the compound 
of that house, which is surroufided by walls on all sides and live 
in the rame and she shall get from my estate reasonable expenses 
for the construction and repairs of those huts.” 

The first sentence confers an absolute right to receive Rs. 125 
a month provided the widow resides in the testator’s house at 
Madhupur or in his house at Benares. The second sentence 
takes away all right to the dehntter and other properties, and we 
may observe that it precludes her from seeking a construction of ^ 
the 5th clause as we have already held. The 3rd sentence has 
ceased to be operative because the testator himself adopted a son 
and the widow can not be visited with any penalty for omitting 
to comply with the wishes of her husband. The fourth sentence, 
also, appears to be inapplirable to the present circumstances. 
Tliere is no disagreement between the widow and Dakshaja 
Mohati Roy Chowdhuri. But this sentence is important as 
showing that the testator desired his widow and adopted son to 
live in the same house either at Benares or at Madhupur, and 
effect should be given to this very proper intention '■on the part 
of the testator when the question of his widow’s residence comes 
to be settled. ^ 

Ii is unnecessary to consider the precise meaning of the term 
residence ” ; whether exclusive residence or the occasional use 
of the testator’s house would be sufficient compliance with the 
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provisions of the 14th claus^: see Gvittteftdra Mohan Tagore y, 
Rtya Jotindra Mohan Tagore {\). pii the fiicts, we agree with 
the Subofdinate Judge in thinkingi that there il “just cause” 
for the* widow not to reside at Benares or at Madhupur. The 
testator’s concubines are living in the Benares house, and the 
Madhupur house is not fit for human habitation owing to the 
earthquake of iSgy. One of the concubines is an old woman 


with a family; th^ other is a and no Hindiflady could 

live in the same premises with such persons consistently with her 
position and dignity. 

The most difficult question, however, is whether the widow 
can challenge the express provisions for her maintenance. It is 
unnecessary, for the purpose of the present litigation, to consider* 
whether she could challenge the will if no maintenance at i^ll had 
been allowed to her. It has been held in Dehendra Coomar Roy 
Chowdhuri v. Rrojeudra Coomar Roy Chowdhury^ (2) that a 
Hindu in Bengal may by will exclude l«s widow from her right 
to a share in his property on partition between her sons and 
grandsons. But this is not the (^ase fiere. Again, the rigHt of a 
widow to maintenance can not be excluded by implication. This, 
also, is not the case here. As Mr. Mayne observes-*in his 
treatise on Hindu law and usage (7th edition, page 628) ‘ The 
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right of a widow to her maintenance arises by marriage. It 
seems, therefore, coiltrary to principle to hold that by devising* 
property to another the husband can authorise that other to hold 
it free from the clafm which neither he himself nor his heir 
could have resisted,’ and it seems, on the authorities, ^hat a 
widow cannot be deprived of her right to maintenance by any 
provisions in a Dayabhaga will. * • 

But, in our opinion, these larger questions do not properly 
arise in the present case. Here there is a ^vilI of which probate 
has been granted, and we have to construe that will and not to 
make a new will for Dakshina Mohan Roy Chowdhuri. The 
conclusion can not, in my opinion, be resisted that the aqj^ount 
of maintenance fixed by the testator himself, which is not a 
nominal amount, and which is not contrary to any provision of 
Hindu law,^can not be varied by the Court. But, I think that this 
Court is at liberty, in effectuating the wishes of the testator, to 
place a reasonable construction on the 14th clause of the yvill by 
compensating the widow for her inability to reside at Benares or 
at Madhupur. She cannot reside at either of those places owing 
t tl> (1874; L. R. 1 f. A. 387 (394). • (2) (1890) I. L. R. 17 Calc 88«. 
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to, no fault of her own. The executor might no doubt make 
arrangements for the 'widows residence. But this would be an 
unsatisfactory solution of the difficulty, regard being had to the 
persistent litigation which has been goi.jg on, and it woold pro- 
bably result in further disagreement. Moreover, th,e 14th clause 
does not contemplate that the widow should reside at Benares or 
at Madhupur apart from the adopted son ; and, as the adopted 
son Dakshaja Mohan is living in Calcutta, the widow may 
reasonably ask to be allowed to live near him. What then, 
would be a proper monthly sum to be paid to the widow to 
enable her to comply with the intentions of her late husband ? 

The sum of Rs 125 per mensem is obviously inadequate. It 
was raised to Rs 320 by an order of this Court during the probate 
proceedings, and, in the absence of anytjiing to the contrary, 
that sum commends itself to us as adequate. From the deposi- 
tion of Kumar Chandra Kishore Roy it appears that his mother 
received Rs. 50 a month, but she had not to pay house rent, 
wages of servants, and boarding expenses (page 232 of the paper 
book). The witness Bepin Chandra Roy Chowdhuri deposed 
that his mother received, besides maintenance, whatever was 
needed a^" any time. There is abundant authority to show that 
a Hindu lad}^ in the position of the respondent Nagendra Bala 
Chawdhurani, is not obliged to live a life of asceticism. She is 
bound to perform various religious, social and domestic 
ceremonies. She is not entitled to have subsistence or a starving 
allowance. The Subordinate Judge has fixed a monthly allowance 
of Rs 500 which he arrived at on a consideration of certain \ 
reported cases where there were no wills in the way fettering the 
discretion of the Court. If there had been no will in the 
present case, we would not have interfered with the discretion of 
the Court below though, to a certain extent, the Subordinate 
Judge is wrong in taking ’’into consideration the wants of the 
widow’s father and other relations. He has allowed Rs 50 
monthly on that account, and, in any event, this part of his 
judgment could not be sustained. 

In our opinion, the proper amount to be paid to the respon- 
dent Nogendra Bala Chowdhurani is Rs 320 per mensem. The 
excess over the sum of 125 allowed by her husband being, in 
our opinion, due to her as compensation for her proved inability " ^ 
to reside at Benares or at Madhupur. 

The decree of the Court below will be varied in accordance 
with our observations. The findings of the Subordinate Judge, 
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with regards to the debutiei property and the other like provi- 
sions in the will, must be expunged. |The result is that Nogendra 
I Bala Choi^dhurani will receive her^ maintenance and compen- 
sation ft’om the "iSth November ioo5^at the rate of Rs. 320 per 
month during^her lifetime fron^the estate of the late Dakshina 
Mohan Roy Chowdhuri, by whomsoever represented, that she 
shall not forfeit her right to that monthly sum for not living in 
the house at Bdhares or at Madhupur, and that sh^ will have a 
charge upon the estate for the said monthly sum so decreed. 
The costs of this apppeal will come out of fhe estate. 

C0X6 J- — I agree that the allowance of Rs. 320 is suitable, 
that the widow has just cause for not living at Madhupur and 
Benares and that she ha< no locus slundt for coirtestln^ the gr;yit» 
to the thakurs in this^suit. Rut I am not prepared to adnyt the 
proposition that a Hindu husband has the power of limiting the 
amount of his widow’s maintenance by will. No authority has 
been shown us for this proposition and fhough there is no direct 
authority against it there is a considerable amount of indirect 
authority. It is well settled th.^; the husband cannot deprive a 
chaste widow of niaintenancg altogether and the question arises 
whether this is because the Hindu Law directs Uiat he shall^provide 
for her maintenance or because her right of maintenance is a 
right piltamount or superior to his power of testamentary disposi- 
tion It appears to fne that the*balance of authority is in f.ivyur * 
of the latter view. It was laid down in Jutnuu v. Muc/ittl Sahu ( i) 
which was followed ^n Bet ha v Mol/nia (2) that a husband 
could not deprive his widow of maintenance altogether, and 
Sh e ground assigned was that the wife is in a subordinate sense 
a co-owner with her husband in the whole ofhis property, ifabii 
CJolap Chandra Sarkar in his work on Hindu Law states that 
there cannot be a|iy doubt that under Hindti Law a widow’s main^ 
tenance is a legal charge on the husband’s estate and though th|s 
cannot be said to be a correct statement of the law if it means^ that 
it is a charge that finds the property in the hands of persons* who 
have purchased it honestly, without notice and without any 
attempt to defraud the widow of her rights, still there* are 
numerous c^ses that lay down that in the hands of heirs, and of 
purchasers colluding with heirs to defeat the widyw’s rights, the 
property is charged with the widow’s maintenance. I may refer 
for example to the* remarks of Wilson J. in Soro/ah Vast v. 
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If then a husband cannot deprive a widow of maintenance, 
because she is in a subprdinate sense a co-owner with him in the 
property and her right to maintenance is in a limited way a 
charge on the property, it seems logically to follow that he 
cannot limit its amount, It seems illogical to say that when the 
question is whether the husband can deprive his widow of mainte- 
nance, her right to maintenance is superior to his power of testa- 
mentary dicposition but that when the quest •x)n is how much 
the widow ought to have, his power to testamentary disposition 
is superior to her right to maintenance, 

It is true, of course, that a husband can within limits lay 
down that his widow shall forfeit her maintenance if she does not 
jive in the family -house. This certainly, at first sight, seems to 
make her rights subject to his power of disposition. In the 
Calcutta cases on this point the question was whether the widow 
forfeited her rights under the will on a breach of the condition, 
and the question whether she forfeited her rights under the law 
outside the will does not seem to have been considered. But in 
the Bombay cases it was decided that she forfeited her rights 
altogether, At the same time it must be remembeied that in the 
eyes ot . Hindus the family house is undoubtedly the proper place 
for the widow to reside, and the special right guen to the husband 
to insist on her living theie need not necessaiily be regarded as 
'making the right to maintenance oniiiel) sub}ect to the husband’s 
power of disposition. 

It is true, too, that a husband can by w,’ll deprive his widow 
of a light to a share on partition. Dchciidia Coomai Roy Cliowdluy , 
\. Brojemita Coomar Roy Chowdhry (i). But that is quite a 
different thing to depriving her of maintenance and, in the 
case quoted, the latter right was admitted. I cannot, therefore, 
agree that a Hindu husband has the right to reduce the amount 
of a chaste widow’s maintenance below the proper provision. That 
provision has to be calculated on (i) the value of the estate and (ii) 
the position and status of the deceased husband and the widow. 
Sreemutty Nettokissory Dossce v. Jogendro Nath Mullickiy). I 
agree, however, that in calculating the amount due on the second 
consideration great weight should be attached to a statement in 
the husband’s will, not as being a legal limitation of the widow’s 
right but as evidence as to what a lady in the position of his 
widow should need. And I think the learned Subordinate Judge 
has not given sufficient consideration in this case to the husband’s 
(1) tl$90) I. L. tt \7 Calc. 886 t ( 2 ) (1878) L. R. 6 I. A. 66. 
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estimate of his widow's iieed^. I think the allowance of Rs, 3I0 
sanctioned by the Court of Wards® which usual^^ merely makes 
careful ^enquiries into matters of* this kind is a reasonable 
allowance and may be granted. 

It follows from the abo\^e remarks that in my opinion the 
widow’s rights are not in any way afTected by the attempted grant 
to the thakurs and that she has no focus stamfi for .questioning 
those grants in this suit. 

A. T. M. Decree varied. 
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Before Mr Justice Mookerjee. 

PRAYAD D.VS wd wonn-R 

V. 

.MOlirNlH KRIPARAM* 

Shcbaiti(h > — MitliKiUh — /umt't «»/ — Snjft'iuo itml Snhoniinitti Mutt^ 

reUi! ton of — I^hufionof Mohunth —Cn''iotn iiotirntinj Mutt ~~ (\>ntht tonnl 
liiort'o yiiituj jion^O’Oiiut tilt <i Mohnnfh /x (inlii nixtutlinf if to ho jutMod, 

A Mohunth oi 0. mult QAW iijt (Ijcvigljt of iii.uuigornoiit Acttcil in 

him, though coupled \Mth (Ik- oliligitnm to nirin.igo in oonforinify wUh the trust 

annexed thereto, , 

• • 

Uajah yunnah v. lltin r/z/vy/r/Z/ ( I ) and (fmirtti Sumbauda v. \tlm Pandi’ 
mm (2) K'fciicd to. 

Wlierc one mutt is suboiduiale to unothti in the mciisc that the latter hitM 
the right o^ noiiiin.itiou of the AJi^hunth of the foiiner, the Mohunth of the, 
former mutt can not a deed of transfer alnmate his rights in f,i\our of^thc 
Mohnnth of his superior mutt 

There is no fixed rule ’•Inch regulates the relation between a superior and 
a subordinate mutt ; even if a mutt is lubordinatc to another it must be 
- governetl by its own rules of management. 

Kaiki Baishi llimliiuf \ Chitmnhevnath (3) and (htjana Sunbandlfa ty. 
Kandusami (4J leferied to. 

In the case of muttjt the ciistoni governing the particular est iblishtnciit has 
to be proved. ^ « 

Oreedkaree v. yuiidvktsjtore (5), Janoht Debt v. Gapal (S) and .l/tUtu Ram(9^ 
linga v. Pananayagum f7) referred to, , 

la tbetase of mutts^ there is no uniform custom applicable to all mfdts so 
far as the question of succession to the office of Mokunth is concerned. 

Vidyapurna v. Vidyamdhi (8) refered to. 

* Apt>cal fi on Appellate Decree) No. 1421 of 190o, against the decree of Babu 
Surjanarain Qas, Subordinate Judge of Purnea, datwl the 16th April 1905 
reversing that of Mr. Mahmood Hasan, Alunsiff of that placq dated the 88rd 
December 1904. 

T il) (1876) L. U. 4 I. A. 70. 

(2) (1899) I. L. R. 23 Mad 271 ; D. R 27 1 A. 69. 

(3| (18781 20 W. B. 217 K C. (4> (1886) I. L. B. 10 Mad. 376. 

(6) (1867) 11 M I. A 405 

(6| (1882) 1 L R 9 Calo. 766 ; L. H. 10 1 A 32 ; 13 C. L. R. 30. 
vf) (1874) 1 Mao. 1 A. 209. , (8) (1903) i. L. B. 27 Mad. 435 at 467. 
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In cases in which a MohuiUh is allowed by custom to nominate his successor 
by word of mouth or by a will, sucjh nomination is subject to the confirmation 
of the entire Ixidy pf Sanyasts of different mutts^ who are invited tq be present 
at the ceremony of installation when the new Mohunth is invested with the 
Chudder or the robe of office. 

When no custom is proved and no authority in the outgoing Mohunth 
to make a nomination is established, the Molmnth should be elected by all the 
Sannyasis of the institution. 

Madho BtM v, Kamta Da8{\) and Mahanth Bamji Lachhu Dass{2) 

referred to. 

Where the plaintiff has not asked for declaration of his rights to nominate 
a Mohunth for another mutt^ nor in the plaint stated precisely the nature of the 
lelat ions between the two mntts but claimed title m himself on the basis of the 
Supardanuma (which crcatcil no valid title in him in the disputed properties', 
ihe can not, at the appellate stage of the ense, be peimitted to turn round and 
say that he is entitled to have a decree for administration, to recover possession 
of the disputed properties and to keep such possession till a Mohunth has been 
appointed, 

Suthappayyi*r v. Periasann (3 ) distinguished. 


Appoal by the Defendants. 

Suit for recovery of properties movable and immovable, 
belonging to a mutt and several other mntls said to be subor- 
dinate thereto. 

A 

The facts of the case and argument appear suiTiciently from 
the judgment. 

Bahus Naltui Ranjan Chatitrjee and Khetia Mohun Sen for 
the Appellants. 

Bahus Nilmadhtih Bose and Nandt^ Lai Banerji for the 
Respondent. 

c. A. V 


^ The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Uookerjee J, — This is an appeal on behalf of the defendants 
in an action commenced against them by the plaintiff-respondent 
.for recovery of properties, movable and immovable, belonging to 
the Madhubani /««// and se\eral other said to be subor- 

dinate thereto. The case for the plaintiff as stated in the plaint is 
that he is the Mohunth of the Patiala mutt in the Punjab ; that the 
Mohunths of Madhubani mutt receive chudder or robe of office 
from the Patiala mutt at the time of their installation ; and that the 
properties of which he claims to recover possession were acquired 
by the Mohunths of the Madhubani mutt^ the last of whortjk 
Mohunth Ganga Das transferred all his rights to the plaintiff by a 

(t) (1878) T. L n. 1. All. (2) 7 O. W. N. 145. 

(3) <1890; I L U. 14 Mad. 1. 
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document called a sttpatdantima on the 15th December, 1903* 
The defendants are alleged to |be trespassers who had Heen 
originaHy appointed as agents by Mohunth Gii^iga Das when in 
iqoi*he went on pilgrimage, and* upon his return, had refused to 
deliver possession to him. The plaintiff therefore seeks for decla- 
ration of hfs title based upon the supanftiuama and asks for re- 
covery of possession of the properties belonging to the Madhubani 
mutt and to 4 he mutts subordinate thereto. TJie defendants 
resisted the claim of the plaintiff upon various grounds amongst 
which it is sufilcient to mention that they denied that the 
plaintiff had acquired any valid title undei the document which 
is the foundation of his claim. They also alleged that the mutt 
was under the management of Habu Naivk Pershad and tljey 
had acted as his agents for over eight years, 'fhe Couit first 
instance held th *t the plaintiff hati no title to the disputed 
properties under the ^upardaiunna inasmuch as the Mohunth of* 
the Madhubani mutt had no disposing power over the properties. 

In this \ie\v of the matter the learned Munsiff dismissed the suit. 
Upon appeal the vSubordinate Jitdge has leversed that? decision. 

In his opinion the main cjuest'ion in the case was, what was the 
custom and practice in tfie selection and appointment of Mohunth 
for the Madhubani mutt and whether in that respect the Madhu- 
h'\\v^mutt was part of and subordinate to the Patiala mutt. He 
answered this qiwestion m f.u'our of the plaintiff. He also toqnd 
that the defendants originally came into possession of thecfisputed 
properties as agenjs of the last Mohunth Ganga Das and that 
they had no title to continue in occupation after his death. As 
regards the deed of supardanama upon which the claim of the 
plaintiff is based, he held that it was operative inasmuch fts^it was* 
in substance a resignation of the office of Mohunth and of the 
charge of the trust properties to the appellant as the superior of 
the endowment and the chief controlling authority in whom* the 
trust properties were really vested. The Subordinate Judge 
also* held in the alternative that the siipardanama could be 
construed as a deed whereby the last Mohunth Ganga Das retired 
and practically nominated the appellant to be the superior 
Mohunth of the Madhubani mutt. In this view of the matter, 
the Sut)ordinate Judge made a decree in favour of the plaintiff, 
against which the defendants have appealed to this Court* 
During the pendency of the appeal one of the defendants has 
died without leaving any legal representative and the appeal has • 
been heard at the instancy of the surviving defendant. Thg 
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•decision of the Subordinate Judge has been challenged, sub- 
stantially, on two grounds ; (namely, firsts that the question 
which is described by the Subordinate Judge as the main ‘question 
in the case was never raised in the Court • of first instance and 
Mohunth^iiparam. decision of the appeal ouf^ht not to have bfen made to 

' Mvohci'jee^J, depend upon the decision of such a question ; secondly^ that the 
Subordinate Judge has misunderstood the legal effect of the 
i^iipardanama ^ under which it ought to have be€n held that the 
plaintiff had acquired no valid title to the properties in question. 
In my opinion each of these contentions is well-founded and 
must prevail. 

In suptport of the first contention of the appellant, refere«ice 
hcjs been made to the plaint, an examination of which manifestly 
shows that the claim of the plaintiff is bas^d upon the deed 
executed by Mohunth Ganga Das on the 15th December 1903. 
No doubt, it is . stated in paragraph 2 of the plaint that the 
Mohunths of the Madhubani mutt upon their installation get the 
Mohunth’s chuddcr from the Patiala Mohunth, but it is nowhere 
suggested that the mutt at Madhubani is part of and subordinate 
to the Patiala mutt> The general question which was raised by 
the Subordinate Judge as to the custom and practice in the 
selection and appointment of Mohunth for the Madhubani mutt 
and whether the Madhubani mutt was a part of and subordinate 
to the Patiala mutt^ is not covered bj^ the second and third issues 
raised in the case. The learned Subordinate Judge appears to 
have appreciated the difficulty and this is deaf from the language 
he uses, namely that “ the question was sufficiently indicated by 
the second and the third issues framed by the lower Court.” I 
must hold consequently that the general question of the subor- 
dination of the Madhubani mutt to the Patialla mutt does not 
properly speaking arise 'upon the plaint. It is not necessary 
ho\^ever to rest the decision of this appeal on this ground, 
because, in my opinion, the appellant is entitled to succeed on 
the mer\tsi 

The second ground upon which the decision of the 
Subordinate Judge is challenged is that the deed executed by 
Mohunth Ganga Das, called the snpardanama did not create any 
valid title in favour of the plaintiff and that the plaintiff is not 
entitled on., the basis thereof to recover possession of the dis- 
puted properties. In my opinion the plaint makes it abundantly 
clear that the title of the plaintiff is based upon the supardanatna 
%nd the ^utwdanama alone. ThVire is no allegation in the 
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plaint that the plaintiff is entitled to succeed on the basis of any 
title independent of the ^upardanama. The plaintiff does tio% 
allege tj;iat the relation between the Patial;^ mutt and the 
Madfyjbani mutt was of such a character that the Mohunth of the 
former mutt was entitled as the h^ad of the superior mutt to 
recover possession of properties belonging to the latter puutt 
and also of all mutts subordinate thereto. If the. plaintiff had 
based his claim pn any such allegation, the relationship between 
the two mutts ought to have been specifically alleged and put in 
issue. The plaint however is entirely silent upon this point, and 
I have no doubt that the title of the plaintiff must he determined 
upon reference to the ^upardauamu and the supardauama alone. 
The supardiiuama states that Mohunth Ganga^Das was a disciple 
of Mohunth Sath Narain Das, that the mutts mentioned iiflhe 
document were ac^Juired by Berhan Bilas Das who was a chehi 
of the Mohunth of Patiala, that the Mohunths of the Madhubani 
mutt were appointed under tlie oiders of the Mo^ianth of Patiala, 
and that the chuddcrs used to be granted to them on the occasion 
of their installation The deed then recites that the e.secutant 
was very ill and apparently unable to carry on the duties of the 
endowment specially as he’had no elicits or (riiiu Bhuisi e rhcUis 
of his spii itual preceptor He iherefoic cOin eyed and enti usted 
to th<^ present plaintiff, the Mohunth f*f the P.itiala mutty the 
properties of the ^Madhubani and of the se\eral subordinate’ 
mutts mentioned The deed concludes tha*^ the Mohunth hf the 
Patiala mutt woul^ be at liberty to deal with the properties in 
any way he liked and to manage them .is the Mohunth. It is 
quite clear therefore that under this document the executant 
renounced all his rights as Mohunth and conveyed w’hatever 
interest he had in the properties of the mutt to the grantee. 
The question consequently arises, whether a transfer of this 
description is valid and operative* under the Hindu Law. Now 
It is settled beyond the possibility of all controversy thil a 
Mohunth of a ///////cannot transfer the right of managemeift vested 
in him, though coupled with the obligation to manage in 
conformity w’ith the trusts annexed thereto. It is suflicient to 
refer to th€ decisions of their Lordships of the Judicial Committee 
in Bu/a Vurmah v. Ravi Vurmah (i) and Gnanasamhanda v. Vein 
PandarQtn (2). In the second of these two cases, it was stated by 
Sir Richard Coueh that an assignment by the manager of a mutt 

(1) (1876) L. R 4 I A 70 

(2) (1899) L. B. 27 I A 69 . 1. H 23 MaO 271. 
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of the right of management thereof was beyond his legal compe- 
tence under the common law of India, and that in the case before 
the Judicial Committee no custom to do so had been established.- 
This principle is based upon the obvious ground that if an‘"office 
to which are attached essentially thp conduct of religious worship 
and the performance of religious duties were held to be transfer- 
able, the very object of the religious foundation might be defeated, 
fhe learned ’ vakil for the respondent did not 'controvert this 
position, but he argued that as the transfer in this particular 
case had been made to the head of the mtiU to which the 
Madhubani mutt was in a sense subordinate, the transfer was 
operative. . In my opinion, there is no foundation for this conten- 
tion. In the first* place, as I have already stated, no specific 
allegation was made in the plaint as to the precise relation 
between the Patiala mutt and the Madhubani mutt. In the 
absence of any such allegation, it is impossible to hold that as a 
matter of law the Mohunth of the Madhubani mutt is entitled to 
transfer the Mohunthship of the Madhubani mutt and the title 
to all th'e properties belonging thereto, to the head of the Patiala 
tnutt. As has been repeatedly pointed out by their Lordships 
of the Judicial Committee, in the case of mutts the custom governing 
the particular establishment has to be proved. See Greedharcc 
V. Nundokissore (i), Janoki Dchi v. Gopal (2) and Muttu 
Ramalinga v. Perianayagum (3). In tne case before me, there 
is a special reason why this rule should be observed. The 
Madhubani mutt is an endowment of recent origin. In all 
probability, there is no ancient custom which may be regarded as 
enforceable in law*. It w'ould be necessary, therefore, to determine 
the precise relation betw’een the Madhubani mutt and the Patiala 
;«////, if the one is really subordinate to the other, by reference 
to the rules, laid down by the founder. In the second place, in 
th^ case of mutts it is well Established that there is no uniform 
custom applicable to all inutts so far as the question of succession 
to the office of Mohunth is concerned. As was pointed out by 
the learned Judges of the Madras High Court in Vidyapurna 
V. Vidyanidhi (4), “ In most cases the successor is ordained 
and appointed by the head of the mutt during his owm l^ife time, 
and in default of such nomination, the nomination may rest with 
the hegid of some kindred institution, or the successor may be 


(1) (1867) 11 M. I. A, 406. 

(2) (1882) L. K. 10 I. A. 32, 1 L. U 0 Calc 766 ; 13 C. L. R. 80. 

(3) (1874) 1 Mac. I. A 209. (4)^(1903) I. L R. 27 Mad. 435 at 457. 
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appointed by election by the disciples and followers of the mutt» 
i or in the last instance, by the*court a^ representing the sovereign!** 

» ^ It is well-Jcnown however that in cases in whUh a mohunt is 
allowed* by custo/n to pominate hfs successor by word of the 
mouth or by a will, such nomination is subject to the confirma- 
tion of the erftire body of sannyasis of different mutts who are 
invited to be present at the ceremony of installation^ when the 
new Mohunth is invested with the chudder or the robe of office. 
In cases in which the Mohunth has no power of nomination, he is 
sometimes elected by all the sannyasis of the mutts of his order. 
It may be taken as a general rule that when no custom is proved 
and no authority in the outgoing Mohunth to make a nomina- 
tion is established, the Mohunth should be .elected by all the 
^ sannyasis of the institution. J/ad//o Das v. Kamfti Das fi)* 
and Alahanth Ratnji Dass v. Lachhti Dassii). Even if we assume 
therefore that the Madhubani mutt is subordinate to the Patiala 
mutt in the sense that the Mohunth of tjie Patiala mutt has the 
right of nomination of the Mohunth of the Madhubani mutt, it 
does not follow in the least that the Mohunth of the Madhubani 
mutt is entitled by a deed of transfer to alienate his rights in 
favour of the Mohunth of his superior mutt. It may be observed 
that there is no fixed rule which regulates the’ relation between a 
superioi^and a subordinate mutt ; even if a mutt is subordinate 
to another, it must he governed, by its own rules of management. , 
See Kasht Basht Ramltng v. Chitumharnath (3) and Giyana 
Sambandha v. Kandasgnt (4). The claim which has been set up by 
the learned vakil for the respondent, on behalf of the Mohunth of 
Vhe Patiala mutt is, in my opinion, of an exceptional character, 
and is not supported by any authority to which my aft^- 
tion has been invited. That claim is that it is open to the 
Mohunth of the subordinate mutt to traatfer the mutt and its 
properties to the Mohunth of the superior mutt, so that the on^ 
may be merged completely in the other and the Mohuntli' 
of the superior mutt may not only continue as such Moliunth 
but also become practically the Mohunth of the subordinate 
mutt, I have not been able to trace any authority which 
supports such a position as this. It is admitted in the case before 
me that Gafiga Das, the last Mohunth of the Madhubani mutt, 
,^ied shortly after he executed the deed of suparJanama oi\ the* 
T5th December 1903. Since then, it is stated, no steps'have 
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11) (1902) 7 C. W.-K. 146. ^ (4) (188«) I. L. B. 10 Had. 975, 



fill 6ALCtJ#A LAW iotmNAti. 



[VoL. nn. 


been taken for the appointment of his successor. If the case of 
the plaintiff be true, he ough^ to take the initiative in this matter. 
He has obviously title to the Madhubani mutt under the deed 
of supardanama^ and the proper course for him.i to pursue is to 
get a suitable person appointed as the Mohunth of the Madhubani 
mutt. When such appointment has been made, it will be for the 
new Mohunth to bring an action against the defendants to eject 
them from the properties of the endowment. ^ 

As a last resort, the learned vakil for the plaintiff-respondent 
suggested that a conditional decree should be made in his favour, 
giving him possession of the properties to be retained by him till 
a Mohunth is duly installed. In support of this suggestion, 
Reference was ma^e to the case of Sathappayyarv, Periasrami (i). 
That case, however, is clearly distinguishable as it was treated 
in substance as a suit by the representative of the founder 
of a private endowment for removal of the Mohunth on the 
ground of misconduct and for administration of the trust pro- 
perties. The scope of the present litigation is entirely different. 
The piaintiff here has not atked for declaration of his right to 
nominate a Mohunth for the Madhubani mutt. He has not in 
the plaint even stated precisely the nature of the relation between 
the two mutts. He has claimed title in himself on the basis of 
the supardanamay which clearly creates no valid title in him in 
.the disputed properties. He cannot now be . permitted to turn 
round and say that he is entitled to have a decree for adminis- 
tration, to recover possession of the disputed properties, and to 
keep such possession till a Mohunth has been appointed. As I 
have already explained, as soon as the last Mohunth of the 
M^4hubani mutt died, steps ought to have been taken to get 
a suitable person installed as Mohunth, and I cannot appre- 
ciate upon what footing the plaintiff may be allowed to succeed 
on the assumption that at «.some future time a Mohunth may 
pbssibly be appointed. Besides, no such suggestion was made 
in the Court below, where it was argued on the contrary 
that the plaintiff was entitled to treat the Madhubani mutt as 
merged in the Patiala mutt by virtue of the supardnnmma. The 
result, therefore, in my opinion, is that this appeal must be 
allowed, the decree of the Subordinate Judge reversed, and the 
decree of dismissal made by the Court of first instance restored. ^ 
Under the circumstances of the case, each party will bear his own ' 
costs of the litigation, in all the Courts. 

A» T. Al. 
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(1) (IdAO) I. L. II'. 14 Mad. 1. at 13. 


Appeal decreed. 
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Before Mr. Justice Brett and Mr. Justice Ryves, 

* SRIMATI ATARMANI DASI 


CRIMXNili. 


THE GORPORATION OF CALCUTTA.* 

Calcutta Municipal Act ( III of IS09 It. C ) Sees. 4(>6^ 40Sl^ lOO—fifficcrt who 
should tnspt'ct hfutec or suhmtf icport — (iencral Committee^ potoor of — Sub- 
Committee's poH'»>r to sanctum amendment of the original plan — Jtoad, 
deflection of — Scheme to effect necissary improremont — yoticr — Owners^ 
duty of. 

(^ndiT section lo«>oftlie Talcutta Munici()al Act, an insi>«ctioii of 4hc 
hustce in winch the pieni^BcH belonging to the petitioner are situate, was ma«le 
and a standaid plan was prepaie«l on a report of a Medical Oflicer, an officer 
of the Corporation and an Kngineer who was not an officer. , 

Ueld. that the plan was not b.iil in law. Thsj section thn s not rc<jmic thati 
Engineci should be a permanent Mumci[>al Officer. 

Under section 4<>8 of the Calcutta Municipal Act a noticu was srrv<l upon 
all the owners ot land of a Orte of the owners objected to a certain 
propO'*e<l roa^l in the stamlard plan going in a certain direction, on which the 
Siib-coininittoe dcci<le<l that the roa^l Im <letlected and the standard plan thu» 
modified was appioved by the (Jeneral Committee. The jictitioner was then 
served wf^h a notice under section lOH to carry out the improvements according 
to the standard plan so mo<litied,^)ut was prosecutenl for non-compliance. 

Held, that the petitioner was not entitles! to a fresh riotue with rcgwil to 
the detlection of the roa<l in onlei to urge her objections to the detlcction Ixdorc 
the General Committee. 

The law contemplates that all persons interested will be present l>eforo the 
Sub-committee and will present not merely their own objections to the schema 
but also any objection which they may have to anj^ mo<lification of the sch^eme 
on the objections raisecl by others 

It 18 not impossible that the deflection of the road may \h; an improvement 
on the original plan, but that in itself ^ not suflicient under the law ^to 
invalidate the proceedings of the (bmeral Committee if the whole scheme was 
one calculated to effect a necessary improvement in the land covered by 

the hustee. , 

The CalcutU Municipal Act gives the (iencral Committee full discretion to 
procce<l either under section 406 or under section 409. 

The Sub-c^mittee has power under the Calcutta .Municipal Act to sanction 
ai.y araendrntnt of the original plan even though it be merely to avoid expense 
and not for the purpose of improving the busier . 

, 

Application fcM* revision. • . 

♦ Criminal Revision No. 811 of 1908, against the order of A. L. Mukerjl, 
£^q.^ Municipal )lagtstratc of Calcutta ^ated the 17th July 1908. 
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The facts material to the report briefly stated were as 
follows : — . ( ' 

The Genercl Committeerof the Calcutta Corporatibn defined - 
the external limits of the kustee at 34 Corporation Strdtet and 
took action under section 406 of the Calcutta Municipal Act. 
They caused the inspection of the hustee by two officers — the 
District Medical Officer and the Civil Engineer, who was not a 
permanent servant of the Municipality — who submitted a report 
(Ex. 4) along wrth a standard plan (Ex. 5). Notices were then 
issued on all the owners of the land of the bustee including 
Asmutennssa Bibi, the vendor of the petitioner. On objections 
by the petitioner’s vendor and one Abdul Samad, her neighbour, 
a Sub-Committee decided that a certain proposed road in the 
original plan should be deflected so as to save the masonry ^ 
buildings of Abdul Samad. The original plan with this modifica- 
tion was approved by the General Committee on the 29th July 
1904 and a written notice under Section 408 was then served 
upon the petitioner’s vendor, Asmutennessa Bibi. Asmutennessa 
was prbsecuted for non-compliance but acquitted, as she had sold 
the bustee to the petitioner. The General Committee then 
caused written notice under section 408 to be served upon the 
petitioner and she was prosecuted for non-compliance but 
acquitted on the ground that the standard plan, contai&ing an 
^inauthorised modification, was not the standvd plan as approved 
by tlie General Committee. The mistake was rectified and the 
matter was placed before the General Conemittee and the issue 
of a fresh notice under section 408 upon the petitioner was \ 
ordered. A notice was then served upon her but she failed to ^ 
coiufrty with the requisition. Hence a prosecution was started 
against her. 

The defence contended that the requisition in question was 
nbt lawful on the following g'rounds : — 

(0 The plan was prepared so far back as 1904 ; so many 
years have gone by that the proper course would have been 
action under section 400 and not under section 406. 

(2) Defendant’s portion of the bustee is not overcrowded 
with huts and action under section 406 is not justifiable, 

(3) The Enjgineer appointed under section 406 not being an 
officer of the Corporation, the report submitted by him and the 
Medical Officer of the Corporation is bad in law. 

(4) The approved Standard plan (Exhibit n) having been 
prepared in 1907 can not be said to have been prepared within 
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six months after the receipt of the report which is dated 
2nd February 1904. * * 

(5) The deflection of the ro^d as orderecf by the General 
Committee not* bein^ an improvemant the approved Standard 
plan is opposed to the sphit of the law and should not be 
accepted by the Court. ^ ^ 

The Municipal Magistrate of Calcutta overruled all the 
above objections, convicted the petitioner under sections 40S 
and 574 of the Calcutta Municipal Act and sentenced her to pay 
a fine of Rs. 25. 

The petitioner then moved the High Court and a rule was 
issued on the Municipal Magistrate to show causd why the 
conviction and sentence should not be set aside op the gr^uhd 
that the objection%of the petitioner were not heard before the 
modified plan was approved by the General Committee under , 
the provisions of section 407 of the Municipal Act and generally 
that the conviction does not appear to* be good in law. 

Mr, Stokes f Counsel) and Baku Manmatha Nalh ^lukcrjce 
for the Petitioner. ♦ 

Mr, B, C. Mitter ( Counsel) and Bahu Dchennra ^Chandra 
Mulltck for the Opposite Party. . • • (,. a. v. 

The judgment of the Court was as follows : — 

The rule in this case was obtained by the petitioner upon, 
the Municipal Magistrate of^ Calcutta to show cause why ifie 
order convicting the petitioner under sections 408 and 574 of the 
Municipal Act and Sentencing her to pay a fine of Rs. 25 should 
not be set aside on the ground that the objections of the peti- 
tioner were not heard before the modified plan was approved by 
the General Committee under the provisions of section 4^7 of 
the Municipal Act and generally that the conviction does not 
appear to be good in law. ^ ^ 

The case in support of the rule has been very ably ar^tued 
by the learned counsel, but after reading the explanation of the 
Municipal Magistrate and hearing the learned counsel in oposition 
to the rule, we hold that it is not a case for our interference and 
that the rule must be discharged. 

It see^s that under the provisions of section 406 of the Muni- 
cipal Act, an inspection of the bustec in which Xhe premises be- 
longing* to the present petitioner are situated, was meetb and a 
standard plan was prepared on a report of a Medical Officer and 
an Engineer. The Medical Officer was an officer of the Corporation, 
but the Engineer was not. * 
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,It is argued in support of the rul^ that the Engineer ought 
also to have been a servant of the municipality. The contention 
does not appear to us to be sound. The terms of the section do 
not appear to us to be sound. The terms of the suction do^' not 
require that that officer should be a permanent municipal officer 
and section 8^ of the Act provides that a person appointed for a 
special purpose is a municipal servant. Notices were afterwards 
issued on air’the owners of the land of the busted including the 
vendor of the petitioners. Objections were made by the peti- 
tioner’s vendor and also by her neighbour Abdul Samad. The 
latter’s objection was that the proposed road passed through his 
masonry building. His objection with that of the petitioner’s 
veiid,or and others v^ere heard by the Sub-Committee On the 14th 
July 1904 and a decision was arrived at that the course of the 
road should, be deflected so as to avoid the masonry buildings. 
The modiftcatioii of the original plan was approved by the 
General Committees on the' 29th July 1904. 

It has been argued that a fresh notice should have been 
served on the owner of the house, the petitioner’s vendor and 
her objection to the deflection of the road heard as it injuriously 
affected her property. There is nothing however in the law 
which requires the adoption of this procedure and apparently the 
law contemplates that all persons interested will be present before 
the Sub-Committee and will present'^not merely'their own objec- 
tions to the scheme but also any objection which they may have 
to any modification of the scheme on the i;bjections raised by 
others. The deflection was no doubt made at the expense of the 
petitioner’s vendor and it may have inflicted a serious hardship 
on Her. But it seems to us that it was her duty at the time 
when the matter was before the Sub-Committee to have ascer- 
tained, what the varioifs objections of other persons were and 
then to have opposed the objection which was made by Abdul 
Samad. 

It has however been argued that the deflection of the road 
approved by the Sub-Committee was sanctioned merely to avoid 
expense and not for the purpose of improving the bustee and 
therefore it was not an act which the Committee were empowerd 
to do under the Municipal Act. The Municipal Magistsate in 
dealing 'with this question seems to have been of opinion that the 
deflection of the road was not an improvement on the original 
plan, but he held that the Sub-Committee had power under the 
Act to sanction any amendment oPthe original plan and therefore. 
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that it was not open to him in the case before him to hold that 
the action of the Sub-Committee wa^ illegal. In our opinion 
the view taken by the Magistrate is correct. • 

i'he petitioner’s^ vendor wA served on the ist December 
1904 with a notice to carry ojit the improvements according to 
the revisecf plan. On the 15th March 1905, she sold the premi- 
ses to the petitioner. Meanwhile^ a prosecution for failure to 
obey the notice had been instituted against the petitioner’s 
vendor and when that case came on for hearing on the 15th May 
*9^5) it was dismissed on the ground that the vendor’s interest in 
the premises had been sold to the petitioner. By an order of 
the General Committee a fresh notice under section 408 was then 
served upon the petitioner on the 7th September iqo6 and^in 
consequence of her failure to carry out the impVovements, a 
prosecution against her was instituted in April 1907.* On the 
31st May 1907, she was acquitted on the ground that the plan * 
according to which she had been directed to make the improve- 
ment did not correspond with the plan sanctioned by the 
General Committee after modification on the 29th July 1904. 

It appears that some officer of the Municipality had on his 
own responsibility inserted in the plan a privy by the^side of the 
road. The case again went back to the G’eneral Committee and 
by a|i order of that body the unauthorised addition to the plan 
was struck out and it was ordered that a fresh notice be issued Jo 
the petitioner to carry out the improvements to her prenfises in 
the bustee according to the original plan as passed by the General 
Committee on the 29th July 1904. The notice was served on her * 
on the 26th September 1907 and on the 13th May 1908* she was 
convicted and sentenced to pay a fine of Rs. 25 for her* failure • 
to carry out the improvements as directed in the notice. 

It has been argued in support of Jthe Rule that in this case 
there was no real urgency for the improvements of the bu«tee 
and that the Municipal Committee ought not to have proceeded 
under* section 406 of the Act but under section 409. It seems, 
however, to us that the law gives the General Committee full 
discretion to proceed under either of the two sections and there 
are no materials which would justify us in holding that there was 
on tbe part of the Commissioners any intention to evade the 
provisiqns of the law. 

The petitioner has been rather unfortunate in* having 
purchased the premises after the revised plan had been sanctioned • 
and apparently without asceijfaining that any change in tho 
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JJJI lieflbctioii of tbe road may pot be 'an improvement on tbe 

7 , orijinal plan, bi|t that in itself is not sufficient under tbe laif to 
gmllAlmnl , ,,, , ,, , , . , „ , , 

Dili invalidate tbe proceedings of'tbe General Copittee if. tbe 
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CMl Mt in tbe land covered by tbe bustee. Tbe petitioner's case 
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Bejore Francis WiUiatn Maclean^ C, /. Chief Jusx^c^ 
and Mr, fnsk'ce Gcidt, 

ISMAIL KH^\N MA'HOMED 


NANI GOPAL MUKERJI, 

OKE OF THE EXECUTORS TO THE ESTATE OF ^.ATE 

BABU AKHIL CHUNDER MUKERJI a\d others.* 

J^eciment^ tu'd for — Onus of proof — Ptrsnnijdion — Pormanenry of holding — 
Confirmatory potta. 

Where the plaintiff claims to eject the tlefendants from the laiul on tlie 
ground that they are merely tcnants.at.will, the onus lies on tlie defendants to 
•ubstantiate that they have a permanent interest in tlie land. , » * 

The absence of words importing the heriditary character of the tenure may 
be supplied by the evidence of long and uninterrupted enjoyniont, and of the 
descent of the tenure fiom father to son, where that hereditary chai actor may 
be legally presumed. ^ 

Gopal Lull Thakoor v. 'Pluck Ch under Ihu (I) and llaja Sufyasaran 
Ghoial V. Mohesk Chandra Mliter (2) followe^l.f * 

In a case where the following facts w’eie found, riz.^ the possession at a 
uniform rent for some hundred years, tlie property descending fiom father to 
son, various transfers, many of them recognised by the larylloi<l, ihc erection 
of pucca buildings, the improvements at much cost, and all this WMth the 
knowledge of the landloid's agents and no attempt to eject or to enhance the 
rent for all those years the prc;gurn|)tion of the permanency of the lioldinjj 
may legally be made • 

A permanent tenancy is not destroj’cd by the acceptance by a purchaser 
of the holding of a mutsition potta containing no express w'ords importing the 
permanency of the holding. , 

The words ‘‘Mutation is being made in substitution of the heirs of Bhagwan” 
in the mutation potta mean, that the potta was executed not for the purfofc of 
destroying the old permanent tenure and creating a tenaney-at-will, but simply 
with the object of effecting a mutation of names in the proprietor’s shensta. 

Where a mutation jiof fa refers to an oM ^vtta creating a permanent holdii^, 
for the purpose of showing a proportionate rent and treats the taker as the t^cn 
existing tenant and not creating him [a new tenant by viitue of thaj tiotta, 
that is a confirmatory one. ^ 

Appeals by the Plaintiff. 

Suit® for possession after ejectment of the defendants. 

The faets of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

^ • Appeals from Original Decrees Nos. 321 of 1900 and 322 of 190J, against 

^ the decrees t>f Babu Sashi Bbusan Chowdhury, Officiating Subordinate ’Judge 
Second Court of 24-Petlfanaa, dated the 23rd July IPOO. 

(1) (1865) 10 M. I. A. 183 at 191 : 3 W. R. K C. 1 at 3. 

<2) (1869) 2B.L.K.P.C.23at28; 12M.I A. 263at 268 ; 11 W.R P.C.lOatll 
It Sw also Robert Watson & Co r B.adhaNath Singh, (1905) 1 0. L. L 
672 at 676— *Bep.] * 


April, SO, 
Mayy 5y 6 , 7 , 29, 
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Mr, G^Ktnealy^ Motilvi Syed Shamsul huda and Babu Charu 
Chandra Qhose for the. AppeHant. 

Babus Nilhtadhub Bose and Umakali Muketjt^ Df, Asntosh 

♦ ) 

Mookerjee and Babus Joy Gopal Ghoska and Nilmani Muherji 
for the Respondents. ? 

^ c. A. V, 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Maclean C.* J. — These are two appeals from the decrees of 
the officiating Subordinate Judge of the Twenty-four Pergunnahs, 
and they relate, one to a parcel of land containing one biggah 
and seventeen cottahs, and the other to a parcel of land contain- 
ing eight cottahs, in Kidderpore, which is a suburb of Calcutta. 
Both cases were heard together in the Court below, and, one 
judgment governs the two, and, the same procedure has been 
adopted before us. 

The plaintiff claims, as an ijaradar^ under the Mntwalli of 
the Hughli Imambatah^ to eject the defendants from the lands 
I have mentioned, after notice to quit. The plaintiff says that 
the defendants are merely tenants-at-will whilst the defendants say 
that they are permanent tenants with heritable and transferable 
right in the lands, and, they are not liable to be ejected. If the 
defendants were only tenants-at-will, the sufficiency of the notice 
to quit has not been challenged. The real question in the suits 
IS whether the defendants have a permanent interest in the lands 
and are permanent tenants or only tenants-?t-will. 

In the Court below it was urged that the property was 
wakf property, and, that, inasmuch as the lease under ^hich ^ 
the plaintiff held was an ijara lease for the years, renewable 
at the end of that period for twenty years, it was bad under 
Mahomedan law. We need not go into that : for, both sides are 
now agreed that it was not ivakf property, but a trust propert3^ 
having regard to the letter of the 24th of February 1876 from 
the Pommissioner of Burdwan, and that the Muiwaii held it 
merely as a trustee. It has, however, been urged before us that, 
as such trustee, he had no power to grant the plaintiff such a 
lease as that under which the plaintiff now claims ; that such a 
lease is bad in law, and, that, consequently, the plaintifl has no 
title, and is not competent to maintain the present suit ; and, that 
the lease is void. We do not think, however, that we can 
properly go into such a case in the present suits, having regard 
tp the view we take ow the paerits. 
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Proceeding now to the merits, it is for the defendants lo 
substantiate that they have a permanent irfterest in the lands, and 
f they attempt to do so in this wise. ^It is not, we think, necessary 
to refer to the erttry ofnhe jnmmabtin^i of 1783, or to the subse> 
quent koba/a§ by which Bhugwan Mundle acquired certain 
interests in the two biggahs and five cottahs of land, documents, 
however, which support the defendants’ case : it is sufficient to 
refer to the poltah of the 8th of September 1813. * Under that 
pottah the land in question in the two suits, namely, two biggahs 
and five cottahs, was leased to one Bhugwan Mundle at an aggre- 
gate rent of Kupees 0, annas 9 and 6 gundas ; and, it has not 
been disputed by the plaintiff, that, having regard to the terms of 
that pottah, it created a permanent holding. In* the Cpurt belp^'f 
this/o»///7// was attacl^d by the plaintiff as not being genuine. 
But the Court below held it to be geninue, and that finding has 
not been assailed before us. Bhugwan Mundle in* whose favour 
this pottah was executed, was the hedd of the family, and, 
with his brother Bharat Mundle, w^as in joint possession pf the 
property comprised in the pottah during their lives. They died. 
Bhugwan’s share passed tg his two widows Moni Dassi, and 
Bhoirobi Dassi, and Bharat’s share to his \vidow PanChi Dassi. 
On the J 5th of October 1835, these ladies sold eight cottahs of the 
land in dispute to one Mirtonjoy Safooi for Rs. 200 treating the 
property as comprised in a permanent holding. There is no* re-* 
ference in this kobala to the pottah of 1813, but the kobala contains 
these words: “BringiAgthe aforesaid land with Ainlah 
tenances). trees into your possession and use, acquiring tiUe and 
gettiij|^the aforesaid land transferred from the name of the ^fore* 
said husbands of us Moni Dassi, and Bhoirobi Dassi to your nalne 
in the shcrista of the proprietor of the land, and paying year 
after year the rent of the aforesaid eight cottahs of land at th^ 
former usual rate, you and your sons, grandsons, &c. continue t»o 
enjoy and hold possession of the same with felicity.” The words 
“ getting the aforesaid land transferred from the name of the 
aforesaid husbands of us Moni Dassi and Bhoirobi Dassi to your 
name in the sjierista of the proprietor of the land,” appear to us 
to be important, having regard to what was done subsequently. 
On the 5th of November 1835 the landlord granted a pottah, and, 
Mirtonjoy ^executed ^ kabuliyat relating to these eight dbHahs. 
On the 20th of October 1835, the widows sold the remainder of 
the land, (one biggah and seventeen cottahs), to one Ramdhone 
Sircar for Rs. 650 by a kobala^ and* the terms of that kobala are 
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sujpstantially identical with those of tY^^kobala to Mirtonjoy ; and, 
on the 2 1st of October 5835, Ramdhone Sircar obtained a pottah 
of his land from \he proprietor. The kahuliyat^ relating to this 
one bigga and seventeen cpttahs of land, which, in the ordinary 
course, would be with the plaintiff,i has not been produced. It is 
important to notice that this pottah contains the words, “ accord- 
ing to the o^d pOitah^'' words which can only refer to the pottah 
of 1813. Oif the 29th of May 1838, Ramdhone ' Sarkar sold his 
one biggah and seventeen cottahs of land for 375 Rupees to Ram 
Coomar Mondal and Jadub Mondal, and in or about January 
1839 a pottah and a kahnliyat in relation to this land were inter- 
changed. • It is not necessary to trace the subsequent title. Both 
plots of land have been dealt with in various ways from 1838 
down tp the date of this suit by transfer or otherwise, and both 
plots of land now belong to the defendants. The same rent has 
been paid for the land since 1813, and, substantial brick build- 
ings have been erected upon it, and tanks filled up. 

The contention of the plaintiff is that the defendants cannot 
go behind the pottahs of October 1835 and 1839, and, that upon 
the construction of those documents, a mere tenancy-at-will was 
created.' , 

The defendants say that those documents were executed not 
with the object of determining the permanent holding which was 
created under the of 1813, and’ which -was dealt with by 

the widows in their sales as a permanent holding, but that they 
were only executed for the purpose of effecting a mutation of 
names, in the scrishta of the landlord, that they were merely 
confirmatory pottahs^ and that, at any rate, in the ^ the 
2 1 St October 1835, there was a recognition ot the old pottah of 
1813, and in short that they were kharija pottahs^ that is pottahs 
of mutation. It is * highly improbable, seeing that when 
I^amdhone and Mirtonjoy purchased from the widows, the hold- 
ing was certainly a permanent one, and they paid for their 
purchase upon the footing of its being a permanent one, that 
they should at once have abandoned it and accepted a lease from 
the landlord upon the footing of its being a mere tenancy-at* 
will. This is very improbable. , 

It is unfortunate that the istafas which are referred to in the 
pottahs 1835 have not been produced. If in existence, they ^ 
would in the ordinary course have been in \he custody of the 
plaintiff and producible by him. He has not produced them. 
In the hottah of the 21st of October 1835 there is a reference 
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to the old pottah which as we have pointed out, can only mean 
the pottah of 1813, and, that o\^ pottah \% ap*parently referred to 
for the purpose of showing that the proportioyate rent was of 
1 bigha and*i7.cottal^s, having negard to the aggregate rent 
reserved by the tottah of 1813. It is noticeable that this 
document treats Ramdhone Sircar as the then existing tenant, 
and not as creating him a new tenant by virtue of that pottah. 
The reference to the old pottah seems to us to be recognition 
of the existence of the old rights : and thaX this pottah was 
really a confirmatory pottah^ in fact, a khariji pottah. The 
words in it, which according to the learned Subordinate Judge 
who is competent to translate it accurately, mean, “ mutation 
is being made in substitution of the ^ heirs of Bhagwan 
Mundol” appear to point strongly to this, that the pottah was 
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executed not for tRe purpose of destroying the old permanent 
tenure and creating a tenancy at will, but simply with the object, 
of effecting a mutation of names in the proprietor’s shcrista : and, 
we think this is the true effect of the document. 

The same observations apply to the pottah of Uie 5th of 
November 1835, although in iTiat pottah there is no reference to 
the old lease. But thdre is a reference to Mirtunjoyjs previous 
purchase from the widows of the Monduls,* which would be out 
of place if this document were intended to be the creation of a 
new tenancy, ratjier than cojifirrnatory of the old permanent one. 
And this reference would tend to show that the zemindor was 


then aware of th^ conveyances, which dealt with the holdings 
as permanent and heritable. Confirmatory pottahs are common • 
India Ram v.Jughcs (i). The kabuhyat executed by Mirtun- 
joy on the same date does not appear to us to conflict with ^lis view.^^ 
The same observations appear to us to apply to \\iQ pottah 
of the 99th of May 1838, {sic) conseque;it upon the sale by Ram- 
dhone Sircar>f the i bigha and cottahs to Ramkumar Mqndul 
and Jadab Mondul and we need not repeat them. It is conceded on 
both* sides that the 7J cottahs also referred to in that p^Htah were 
not connected with the land now in suit, nor, is it shoVn what 
the tenure of those lands was or what they were. It is said that 
the wortls in that pottah^ “ if the rate of the mebal be enhanced 
you sh^l pay rent at that rate,” are inconsistent with the view 
that Xhis was a mere khariji pottahy and are inconsistent with the 
terms of the permanent pottah of 1813. After this lafise of time, 
and, in the absence of any explanation, it is perhaps not very , 
(U 11873 ) \jl B. U U 229 at 236 . 
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easy to say to what those words refer : but there is perhaps some 
force [in the suggestion that they may be taken to refer to the 7| 
cottahs which are .referred to in that potiah^ and have nothing 
to do with land the subject ‘matter [of tjie present suit. ‘'The 
kabuliyat given by the Monduls does not appear to us to be 
inconsistent with the construction which we put upon the pottah 
to which we l?st referred. 

In our opinion, then, these pottahs were merely mutation 
pottahs^ and were, in effect, confirmatory of the pottah of 1813, 
and not destructive of it, in the sense of converting the 
permanent tenure created by that pottah into a tenancy-at-will, 
as the plaintiff contends, was their purport and effect. As we 
pointed out, it is highly improbable that the purchasers who 
' purchased, foi substantial prices, land undoubtedly he)d as a 
pernianenfc tenure, would have consented to change that into a 
*tenancy-at-will and, the attitude of both parties for sixty years, 
that is, since 1 835^ has been perfectly consistent with this view. 
The landlord has not for nearly 100 years raised or tried to raise 
the rent, although the value of the land in question during that 
period has gone up by leaps and bounds : whilst, the tenants 
filled up tanks and built expensive pucca buildings on the land, 
and have throughout acted as if they held it as a permanent 
tenure, and not tenants-at-will. It is difficult to believe that 
this dealing with the property by the t&nants could, during this 
long period, have escaped the attention and knowledge of the 
landlord. It is unfortunate, we repeat, that the istafas have not 
‘ been produced. If they had been in the form of Exhibit A.A.C.^ 
they would have strongly supported the defendant’s case. % 
But ..assuming that our view as to the/o//<?/w is wrong, and 
that they were not confirmatory pottahs^ it would appear from 
such cases as Bahn GopalLall Thakoor\, Teluck Chunder Rat (i) 
and yRaJa Satyasaran Ghosal v. Mohesh Chandra Mitter (2), 
that, ‘In the absence of words importing it, the hereditary 
character ' of the tenure may be supplied by the evidence of long 
and uninterrupted enjoyment, and of the descent of the tenure 
from father to son, whence the hereditary character may be 
legally presumed. Upon the facts found in this case by the 
lower Court, vi-ar, the possession at a uniform rent for some lOo 
yearS) the property descending from father to son, various 
transfers, many of them recognised by the landlord, the erection 
, of pucca buildings, the improvements at much cost, and all this 

(1) (1861) 10 1. A. 18S at 19K (f) (1869) 2 B. L. &. P. C 83 si ^8. 
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with the knowledge of the landlord's agents and no attempt to 
eject or to enhance the rent for all these years, findings which 
have not been challenged on the appeal before ue, the presumption 
of the permanency of the holdiitg may legally be made. 

The appeals fail and must be dismissed with costs. 

A. T. M. Appeals dismissed. 


^QS. 

Ismail Khm 
BCabomed 

Kan! Qo^ Mukwjt, 
MdcUan^ .. 


Before Mr. Justice Rampini and Mr. Justice Mookerfee. 

SASI BHUSAN RUDRA 

V. 

BENI MADHAB SAMANTA.* 

Bengal Tenancy Act (VIII of ISSS), StT, I53--A>cond ^ppeal^IloH^ 

•' ^ Jfw/V for, , 

la a suit for rent, the defendant pleadetl that the plaintiff was not, during, 
the whole of the period for which the rent was claimed, the owner of all the 
lands inalude<l in the tenancy’, as his intersst in a portion had been sold at a 
sale under the Public Demands Recovery Act : 

that a decision of the question thus raise<l was a question relating to 
the amount of rent annually payable, and an appeal lay against the decree 
under Sec. 163 of the Bengal Tenancy Act . 

yoliin Chand v, Bamenath (1) followed. 

appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for rent, « 

The facts of the case appear from the judgment. 

Bahu Amarcndra Nath Bose for the Appellant. 

Bahu Bepin Behary Ghosh for the Respondent. 

^ The judgment of the C’ourt was delivered by 

Bampini J. — This is an appeal against the decision of the 
Subordinate Judge of Hooghly dated the 23rd December 1904. 

The suit out of which this appeal arises is one for arrears of 
rent. The defence was that the plaintiff’s right to some of the 
plots, had been sold at auction in the execution of a certificate 
issued against him for arrears of cesses and that as such* he was 
not entitled to recover rent of the entire holding. 

TheMunsiff overruled the plea and decreed the plaintiffs claim 
in full. ^ The Subordinate Judge gave effect to the defendant's plea 
and dismissed the suit. The plaintiff now appeals to this Court. 

* Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 488 of 1905, against the decree of 
Babu Dina Nath Sarkar, Subordinate Judge, Hooghly, da^ the 28rd Deoom- 
ber 1904, reversing that of Babu Barada Prasad Roy, Munsfff, Aramlmgb, dated 
the nth March 1904. 

(1) (1894) J. IL. B. 21 Calc. 72 ^. 
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A preliminary, objection has been taken, namely, that as this 
is a suit for rent and as the amount of rent is below Rs. lOO, 
therefore no seccmd appeal lies. We think that on the atithority 
of Nobin Chand Nuskar v, Baiisenaih Paramaftiok (i), the* facts 
of which case are somewhat similar to those of the present one, 
a second appeal lies. We, therefore, proceed to discuss the case 
on the merits. 

Now, th\5 Subordinate Judge has found a? a matter of 
fact, that the plaintiff’s right to some of the plots was sold at 
auction in execution of a certificate. The sale certificate was 
taken out on the nth October 1901 which corresponds to some- 
time in 1308. That being so, it is clear that the suit for a period 
subsequent to the date of the confirmation of sale must fail, 
because the plaintiff is not entitled to the whole of the rent he 
claimed after that date, nor can the amount of rent to which he is 
entitled be apportioned as he has not made the auction purchaser 
either a plaintiff or a deferidant. He alone is not entitled to 
that which he lays claim to. The learned pleader for the plaintiff 
contends that under the provisions of Section 150, the defence 
should have been struck out. But we do not think that this a 
case in vvhich the defendant has ever admitted that any money 
was due to the plaintiff. It is further urged that as the sale took 
place in 1308 and as the plaintiff has sued for rent of the‘*year 
1307, Jhe is aLall events entitled to rent Tor that’ year though he 
may not be ^titled to rents for subsequent years. We think 
that we must give effect to this con.ention. There is no ques- 
tion that the plaintiff is entitled to rent for the year 1307. The 
defendant’s pleader admits that the plaintiff is entitled to feliis 
amount" and he is willing to give him the same. 

We, therefore, decree the appeal for rent of the year 1307 
onl^, namely Rs. 19 asV 15, gds. 1 5, but in other respects the 
appeal is dismissed. Costs in proportion. 

The plaintiff is entitled to Rs. 19, as. 15, gds. 15 with interest 
at the rate of 12 per cent, per annum. 


B. M, 


(l) (1894) I L. R. 21 Calc. 722. 


Appeal decreed. 
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Before Mr, Justice Brett and Mr, Justice Mookerfee, 
NARSINGH NAftAIN SINGH 


* SARKHU SINGH.* 

Citil PeoceJure 0odf, \f lou of .•—H^wUlog jtidgMent-- 

Partithn tuity loti^Drawing loti — Lofty drawing 
Where a judgment haa been lost, it Is open to the Judge re*write from 
memory the substaObe of it. It cannot be expected that Jthe Civil Procedure 
Code would provide for such a contingency. 

Srmhle: A Judge, in making allotments in a partition suit, should not draw 
lots in the manner providetl by section 72 of the Kstates Partition Act (V of 
1897)i but should follow the proccilure laid down in section 390 qf the Civil 
Procedure Code and make the allotment of the Hhnre% after a full considcri* 
tion of the rights and objections of different parties. • • 

^ Appeal by some*of tho Dofondants. 

Suit for partition. 

The material facts and arguments appear from the judgment, 

Bahus Umakali Mukerjt\ Raghnnath Singh and Ganesh Dutt 
Singh for the Appellants. ^ 

Monlvie Syed Mohamad lahir^ Bahus Chandra Sekhar 
Rrosad Singh and Bishun Prasad for the Respondents, • 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Brett J. — The^ present appeal arises out of a suit brought. * 
by the plaintiff for partition of mouza Ghosanda alias 
Barahganwa. 

The partition was made between the plaintiff and twenty 
'Ypersc^s who were made defendants in the suit. The Court under 
section 396, Civil Procedure Code, appointed a Commissiortfer, to 
make the partition according to the rights of the parties, and the 
Commissioner submitted a report dividing the mouza into eight 
different takhtas and proposing tlwit they should be allottefl 
between the plaintiff and the different defendants in the manner 
stated in the report. According to the proposed allotment the 
plaintiff and defendants 10 and ii were to get a takia described 
as Khetian No. i, defendants 12 and 13 were to get plots of 
Khetian Noa^ VII, and defendants 14 to 17 were to get plots of 
Khetian Nft. VIII. We have in this appeal only to deal with the 
^ khtas allotted to these three sets of co-sharers.* The shyd of 
"^ach of these sets amounted to i anna 12 gundas, and when the 

* Appeal from Original Decree No 348 of 1906 against the decision of 
Babu Gopal Chandn^ Baneni, 8ubordm$^te Judge, Patpa dated 27tk 
May 1906. • 
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report of the Commissioner was submitted to the Judge^ the 
defendant No. i o()jected to the share which had been allotted to 
him. The resyjt of his objection was that the JudgQ directed 
that the allotment of his sh^re and of the shares of thc^ defen- 
dants 12 and 13^ 14^ 15, 16 and 17 should be made by drawing 
lots. On the lots being drawn, defendant No. i obtained the 
share which had been allotted to him but defendants 12 and 13 
obtained the share which had been allotted to defendants 14, 15, 

16 and 17 and vrce versa* 

The defendants Nos. 14, 15, 16 and 17 have appealed and in 
support of their appeal it is contended that the Judge of the 
lower Court was not justified in law in interfering with the 
allotment made by ^he Commissioner and that there is no 
pi^ovision in the Code of Civil Procedure or in any other Act 
applicable to Civil Courts which permits of the allotment of 
shares by drawing lots in a partition made by a Civil Court. 

On behalf of the opposite party it is contended that under 
the provisions of section 72 of the Estates Partition Act (V of 
1897) it is allowed to Reverme authorities to make the allotment 
by the drawing of lots and thke is nothing to show that the 
Civil Procedure Code is exhaustive m dealing with the question 
of partition and that therefore the Judge was justified in 
adopting the procedure he followed. 

, Unfortunately the judgmen^ in which the Judge recorded 
his reasons for allotting the shares by lot is lost and he was 
under the impression that he could no^ re-write it, or, at any 
rate, under the circumstances that there was no provision of the 
law empowering him to do so. We cannot agree with the^Judge 
that it is to be expected that the Civil Procedure Code should 
contain special provisions to meet a contingency such as the loss 
of a judgment. In such an event it was certainly open to him 
filter his judgment has been lost to re-write from memory the 
substance of it. In the present instance, as it is, we do not find 
on tfie record any statement of the reasons which induced the 
Judge to arrive at the conclusion that in this case it was proper 
to allot the shares to these three sets of co-sharers by the drawing 
of lots. Further we find that when the Commissioner sent in his 
report, defendants 12 and 13 and the other set of defendants 
14, 15, 16 and 17 raised no objection to the allotment^ made by 
him, and it seems that the defendants 12 and -3 objected to ih^ 
proposal to allot the shares by the drawing of lots* 

|t is now suggested op behalf of defendants 12 an 13 that 
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they raised that objection because they thought that the share 
which had been allotted to defendant No.* i might possibly fall to 
them an3 that they all along wished to obtain the share which • 
was allotted by* the Commissioner tjo defendants 14, 15, 16 and 
17. We caiviot accept this ae a sufficient explanation of their 
objection to the drawing of lots and we think under the special 
circumstances that as the objection had been raised, the Judge 
had not sufficient reason for insisting on the drawing of lots 
instead of following the provisions of section 3Q6 and making the 
allotment of the shares after a full consideration of the rights 
and objections of different parties. 

We think under the circumstances that, as the sliare which 
was originally allotted to defendant No. i has fallen tp them gnH 
no objection has bpen raised, the proper order for us to pass in 
the present case is to set aside so much of the judgment and 
decree of the lower Court as awards Khatian No. V^II to defen- 
dants 12 and 13, and Khatian No. VII tb defendants 14 to 17 and 
in lieu thereof to restore the allotments made by the Commi- 
ssioner. Defenants Nos. 12 and, 13 will get the plots of Khatian 
No. VII and defendants .14 to 17 will get the plots of Khatian 
No. VIII. 


eivii., 

1^. 

Karsingh Karain' 
Singh 
• r, 

Harkhu Singh. 
Btrtt, J. 


The appellant will get the costs of the. paper-book from 
defendants 12 and 13. 

We assess the hearing fee*at Rupees fifty. • 

We make no order for defendant No. i. 

N, K. B. Appeal allowed. 


Before Mr, Justice Mitra and Mr, Jmtke Geidt, 0 
RATANMANI DKBI 

V, 0 

DINA NATH CHATTERJEE.* • 

Land Jiegiatration Act (VII of 1870 B,C ) Sections 3 (10)^ 78 — Beceuuefree 
• property^Reeumptwn under Regulation XXXVII of 1793, ^ 

The mere fact that the area of the land is over 100 bighas and that it was 
capable of being resumed by Government under Regulation XXXV II of 1798 is 
not soffioientdto make it revebue-free property within the meaning of section 78 
of the LandvRegistration Act 

< Appeal by the Plaintiff. * ^ * 

Suit for rentr. 

. Appellate Decree No. 2326 of 1902 against the decree of 

Mbu Bhagabati Charan Mitra, Subordinate Judge, 2ad Court of 24'Parganas 
«ted ^ 18th Jane 1902, reversing thtt of Baba Projuano Kutnir Bose, Addi- 
tional Muoslll of B.arasat, d^b>lMh- aith February 1901. 
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. The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Babu Jadu^Nath KanplalioxihQ \ 

Bahtis Shibaprasanna ^Bhattacharjee and jatindra Mohan 
Sen Gupta for the Respondent. ^ 

The judgment of the Court was as follows ; 

This is an appeal on behalf of the plaintiff who instituted a 
suit for rent against the defendant in the Court of the Munsiff of 
Barasat. The suit has been dismissed by the Subordinate Judge 
of the 24-Parganahs on the ground that the plaintiff was bound 
to have her name registered under Act VIT (B.C.) of 1876. The 
area of the land covered by the lease to the defendant is over 
100*^ bighas." There is however nothing to show that it is 
revenue-free property ” within the definition of the words of 
section 3 sub-section 10 of the Act. The property may be “ rent- 
free property’’ within the meaning of section 33 of the Act and 
may be land included within the estate in which the land is 
situate. ’ 

It has not been shown that though the area of the land is 
over 100 bighas^ proceedings under Regulation II of 1819 and 
Regulation III of i 858 were ever taken for resumption. 

Section 78 of the Act bars a suit for rent by a person claiming 
’ such rent as proprietor or manager of a revenue-free property in 
respect of which he is required by the Act to cause his name to 
be registered. The plea of the defendant to be successful must 
rest on a finding that the property is revenue-free property of ^ 
which registration is compulsory. The mere fact that the ^_rea ^ 
of thei land is over 100 bighas and that it was capable of being 
resumed by Government under Regulation 37 of i 793 ) i* 
sufficient to make it revenue-free property within the meaning of 
iht Act. c 

’ We therefore think that the decision of the lower Appellate 
Court IS erroneous^ and as there is no other plea raised by the 
defendant which requires adjudication, we decree the appeal and 
direct that the decision of the Munsiffi be restored. 

The appellant is entitled to her costs in all the Courts. 

A. T. M. Appeal decreed. 
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Before Mr. yitstice Mookerjee ^ana Mr. ymtice Caspersik. 

, MOHANUND SAHAY and otijers 

SAIDUI^NESSA BIBI.* 

Bengal Ceu Xel (IX of ISSO B. C.), See. 4t — Perpetmil moHararl leate, 
construction of — Bdmokhta — Statutory liability — /C,rtra^fous eridencif— 

Ikidcnce Act {I of 1S72) See. 92. 

• • 

It is open to the zemindar and the tenure-holder to contract themselves out 
of the provisions of section 41 of the Bengal Cess Act. 

Surmmoyee v. Purresh Narain (1), Shumhhu ^^lth v. Ilurro Sundan (2), 
Ashutosh Dliar v. Amr Moll ah {^) wnd Narcndra Kumar Oora thand (ji) 
referred to. 

The wor<l ‘ Bilmokhta’ ineaiia, acconling to agrcem4.'nt. stipulatcil, ftxc<l^ or 
consolidated • • 

Under a perpetual Inokarari leane a tenure-holder stipulah-d to pily Rs J,r)8<'> 
as the total amount of rent inclusive of abwabs niul cesses during the ^^llole , 
period of the continuance of the tenancy. It coiitainc<4 the following word 
Sab Sanul ujn pundrah sao panchast rupAi men hai * hilmohhfa : ’ 

Ileld, that the tenant undertook to pay the whole of the cesses \fliich 
were levied at the time of contract, inclusive of the share payitblc bjit him 
under the statute as also the share the burden of which would otherwise have 
to be Ixirne by the landlord liiftisclf. If any additional cess is impejped or if the 
amount of cess is increased, the incidence of the .new burden* is regulutcd 
according to the statute. 

\\’%cn an exemption is claimed from statutory liability, the contract iupdcr 
which exemption is •claimed, •mu'ft be strictly construed against the elairniiril 
and it must appear from its terms, beyond the possibility of any dispiAc, that 
the parties intended to vary the liability as imposed by the statute. The rule 
IS specially applicable where exemption is claimed from exaction iniposcil by 
the State. , 

^he construction to be placed on a deed ought to be such as’ will render it 
reasonable rather than unreasonable and will make it just to both tlfc jiartics ‘ 
rather than unjust to one of them. 

Atwood V. Emery (6) and Rawlinson v. Cla%^. (6) rcfcrretl to. 

In the construction of contracts, Coivts may look not only to the language 
employed but to the subject-matter and the surrounding circumstances, and may 
avail themselves of the same light which the parties possessed whcij the con* 
tract was made ; but this may be done only with a view to interpret t^e contract 
and not to contradict it. 

Ingle* ▼. Buttery (7) and Macdonald v, Longhottom (8) referred to. 

•App^f from Appellate Decree No, 2426 of 190.5, against the decision of 
W. Coc« Ksq.. Distnot Judge of Gya, 


Cltllf, 

♦ 1907. 

^AuguMe^S, 14 . 


the decision of Moulvi 
aOth May 1906. 


dated the 19tb September 1906, reversing 
Mirza Bedar Buksb, Munsiff of Aurangabad, dated the 


(1) (1878) 1. L. R. i Calc. 576 
C2i (1882) 11 C. L. B. 140. 

(3) (1900) 3 C. L. J. 337. 

(4) (1906) 3 0 L J. 391 , I. b H. 33 Calc. 683. (8) (1869) I Bl. lc Kl. 977. 


(5) (1856) 1 C. B. Yf. 8. 110. 

(6) (1845) U M. & W. 187. 

(7) (1878/ 3 Ayp. Cas. 652 (576). 
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.Appeal by the Plaintiffs. ^ 

t 

Suit to recovej* excess cess. 

The facts of the case and a/guments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Mr, O^Kinealy ( Advocate- General) and Bahus Umakali 
Mnkerji,, Raghu Nundnn Prosad and Raghu Nath Singh for the 
Appellanis. ‘ ‘ 

Bahiir Nilmadhnh Bose^ Mottlvi Mahammad Ynsuf^ Bahus 
Dwarka Nath Chakerbutty and Akhoy Kumar Banerji and Moulvis 
Syed Shamsul Hnda and Mahammad Mustafa Khan for the 
Responderit, c. a. 

The judgment of the (Jonrt u^as delivered by 

MookerjeeJ- — The circumstances which gave rise to the 
litigation out of which the present appeal arises may be shortly 
stated as follows : On the ?6th September i88i, the defendant 
respondent took a perpetual mokarari lease of the entire mouza 
Zakhim ‘ Salempore from the plaintiffs appellants. A sum of 
Rs. 6,340 was paid as bonus and the rent payable was fixed under 
the lease by a clause which runs thus : “ At varying jamas, to wit, 
on an annual uniform' jama of Rs. 1,580 from 1289 to 1291 (fasli) 
and at an annual uniform consolidated jama of Rs. 1,585 cf the 
current coin from 1292 (fusli) together with abvvab, such as, 
selami for Dusserah and Holi Purkha, sair, Roadcess, Public Works 
Cess etc., all of which are included in that very sum of Rs 1,585.” 
This is the covenant as embodied in the kabulyat which was 
produced in the Courts below. In this Court, a certified (S*py 
of the lease was allowed to be produced and an examination of 
it shows that the corresponding covenant in that document is 
expressed in identical language. 

At the time when the lease was granted, the amount of 
cesses levied by Government from the zemindar was Rs. 97. 
Since tnen, as the annual value of the land has graaually 
increased, there has been a corresponding increase in the 
demand of the State. In 1889, the cesses were levied from the 
zemindar at the rate of Rs. 108-1-1 per year and in 1902 the 
amount was increased to Rs. 174-4-3. The plaintiffs appellants 
commenced the present action for declaration that they were 
entitled to recover from the tenure-holder defendant the amount 
of cesses in excess of Rs. 97 which they had been called upon to 
pay by the Government and abo for recovery of the sums paid. 
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The claim was resisted by the defendant on the ground that the 
amount payable by her In respect of thA tenancy had been 
unalterably fixed by the terms of the contract of the 26th 
September #1881 and that the burden of all new impositions by 

the State must be borne by the plaintiffs zemindars. The Court 

of first instance overruled tliis objection and made a decree in * 

favour of the plaintiffs. Upon appeal, the Distsict Judge has < 

reversed that decision. ^ 

The plaintiffs have now appealed to this Court, and, on 
their behalf it has been contended that, upon a true construction 
of the lease of 1881, the defendant is liable to bear the burden of 
the increase in the amount of cesses payable. Whether this 
contention is valid or not, must depend upon the terms of the 
contract between the parties. But before we •consider* \he * 
question of the 'true construction of the lease of 1881, it is 
desirable to point out that it was open to the zem'indar and the* 
tenure-holder to contract themselves out of the provisions of 
section 41 of the Bengal Cess Act of 1880, (see Sut fiotnoyec \\ 

Faresh Narain ( 1 ), Snmbhu Nath v. Httrro Sundari {2),-A5hutosh 
Dhar v. Amir Molla (3) dtid Narendra Kumar Ghose v. Gora 
Chand fotedar (4). Thb question, therefore, reduces itself to 
this, to what extent have the parlies contracted themselves out 
of the provisions of section 41 of the Cess* Act, because to that 
extent only wilj their, rights and liabilities be governed by tire 
contract and beyond that, the statute must prevail. • 

The lease is djescribed as a perpetual inokarari lease which 
implies that the tenancy was permanent, heritable and transfer- * 
a^e and that the rent was fixed in perpetuity. PTom this, it wa.s 
argued on behalf of the defendent respondent, that th^ sum of. 

Rs. 1,585 was the only sum payable by the tenant to the landlord 
during the whole period of the continuance of the tenancy. It * 
was pointed out that the lease deiciibes this sum as the uniform 
annual jama which includes abwabs of various descriptiort^ and 
Road Cess and Public Works Cess, and it was contendecf that this 
implied that whatever might be the amount levied by the Govern- 
ment from time to time as Road Cess and Public Works Cess, the 
tenant could not be called upon to pay anything more than 
Rs. 1,5^5 annually ; in other words, it was argued that the effect of * 
the agreement between the parties was that the tenant should take 

(I) 1. L>R 4 Calc 676 

l2) 11862) II n. L. R. HO. 

(3| (1900) .3 C. L .1. a. 37 , 

(4) (1906) 8 C. L. J, 391 ; I. L, R. 3? Calc. 668, 

• 

• • 
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upon herself to pay the whole of the cesses payable at the time 
of the contract and that if theramount payable was subsequently 
increased, the burfien of the excess should fall upon the landlord. 

After a careful examination of the ter^is of tjie contraot, we 
are clearly of opinion that the contract did not provide that if the 
cesses were increased in future, the additional burden should fall 
upon the landlord. The only reasonable interpretation of which 
the contract ii? question is capable, is that the arrount annually 
payable by the tenant, namely Rs. 1,585, included abwabs. Road* 
cess and Public-works cess. No doubt it was a consolidated 
amount, but the contract does not provide for the contingency 
which has happened, namely, an increase in the amount of 
cesses levied by the, State. Much stress was laid on behalf of 
the respondent upon the words— ‘‘IVA sah shamil usi pundrah sao 
panchasi rtipea men hat bil mokhatta^' and it Vas suggested that 
this means that Rs. 1,585 was the only amount which could, 
however, the circumstances ^might alter, be legitimately demanded 
by the landlord from the tenant. In our opinion, there is no 
foundation for the interpretation suggested. The word bil 
mokhatta is well-known ; it means “ according to agreements, 
stipulated ^fixed or consolidated.” In Wilson’s Glossary p. 87, a 
‘ bil mokta jama"* is stated to mean ‘ stipulated assessment ’ and a 
* bil mokta pattah ’ is stated to mean a lease for a gross aggregate 
lent, one in which the land taxes and other cesses or abwabs are 
consolidated. The position of the word bil mokhatta in the 
sentence in the lease before us, might even justify a literal transla- 
tion— according to agreement ” (that is, the lease), instead of 
the derivative rendering “ consolidated,” and this interpretation 
considerably weakens the contention for the defendant respondent. 

The clause in question in the lease now before us, seems 
therefore, to imply nothing more than this, that Rs. 1,585 was the 
total amount inclusive of abwabs and cesses. There is nothing 
^o show that the parties contemplated a possible increase in the 
amount of cesses leviable by Government and they do not appear 
to have provided for this particular contingency. If so, the 
obvious result is, that the rights and liabilities of the parties must 
be regulated by the statute, only except in so far as the contract 
has made provision to the contrary. How far, then, has the 
.contract in this case made express provision contrary to the 
statute. In our opinion, the effect of the contract is that the 
tenant undertakes to pay the whole of the cesses which were 
ievied at that time, inclusive of the^ share payable by her under 
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the statute as also the shar^ the burden of which would otheiv* O iyitn 

wise have to be borne by the landlord himsblf. If any additional 1907 ? 

^tcess is infposed or if the amount of cess is ^increased, the •Mohanmid Sahay 

incidence of tlie new burden must 6e regulated according to the 
^ ^ ^ Saidwnneflia Blbl. 

statute. ^ • 

In support of the interpretation which we put upon the ^ , 

contract^ reliance may be placed upon two well established prin- • 

ciples. In the fir^t place, it is indisputable that when *an exemp- 
tion is claimed from statutory liability, the contract under which 
exemption is claimed, must be strictly construed against the 
claimant, and it must appear from its terms, beyond the possibility 
of any dispute, that the parties intended to vary the liability as 
imposed by the statute. This rule is specially a*pplicable whei^ * 

K exemption is claimec^ from taxation imposed by the Statei No 
doubt, in this paiticular instance, it was open to the parties to 
contract themselves out of the provisions of thestatute. But 
it must be clearly and satisfactorily establtshed not only that the 
parties did intend that their liabilitj^ should be different. from 
that created by the statute, but, also, that they intended the 
variation to go to the extent now suggested on behalf of the 
respondent. In the second place, it is well-established that the 
construction to be placed on a deed ought to be such as will 
render it* reasonable rather than unreasonable and will make it , 
just to both the parties rathdr tlfan unjust to one of them. [See 
Atwood V. Emery (i) and Rawltnsonv, Ciark€{2).] In other words, 
as stated by Phillips J.iin McElroy v. Swope (3), a Court sljould 
^Iways prefer that construction, consistent with the language of 
fhe.de#d, which will prevent one of the parties from obtaining 
an unconscionable advantage over the other. • 

Now, in the case before us, if the contention of the respon- 
dent prevails, what is the obvious result 1 lender the Bengal Cess. 

Act, the amount of cesses payable assessed upon the annuai 
value of the land, which means the total rent actually payable 
or assessed as reasonably payable, during the year, by ali the 
cultivating raiyats of the land : consequently as the total amount 
of rent payable increases, there must be a corresponding increase 
in the amount of cess leviable. It follows, accordingly, that the 
greater the diligence and success of the defendant itj the enhanep- 
of rent payable by the cultivating raiyats, the larger.Vill 
be the amount of c^ses demandable by the State. The conten- 

<1) (1856) 1 C. B. N. S. no. (2) (1845) 14 M. & W. 187. 

* (3) (1891) 47 Federal Reporter 880. 

. • 

n • 
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tion of the respondent, therefore, amounts to this that the greater 
the profit she makesr by increasing the rent payable by her 
, tenants, the greater will be the additional burden thrown upon_ 4 
the landlord ; and, it is quite conceivable that if'' in course of ^ 
lime, the annual value of the land, that is the annual profits of 
the defendant, continuously increases, the increase in cesses 
might rea^h a figure which would absorb the whole of the rent 
receivable by the plaintiffs. If the contract between the parties 
had expressly stated that their relative position was to be of 
this description, a Court might feel itself compelled to enforce 
the terms of the agreement. But when the lease does not 
expressly, make a provision to this effect, and when a different 
interpretation is .possible and is consistent with the language of 
the depd, we must decline to accept the construction suggested 
on behalf of the respondent, the result of which would be mani- 
fest injustice to one of the contracting parties. We must 
adhere to the just rule of interpretation that the words of a 
contract should be given a reasonable construction, where that 
is possible, rather than aft unreasonable one, and we must 
endeavour to give a construction most equitable to the parties, 
which will not give one of them an unfair or unreasonable 
advantage over the other, C/^j' v. Ballard (i). We feel no doubt 
whatever, that the interpretation which the responde^it now 
puts on her contract is an after-thought, and is not the interpre- 
tation put upon it by the parties when it was executed 

The learned vakil for the respondent suggested that at the 
time when the lease was granted, it was executed by way of a 
compromise of a dispute, and that there was an agreement be^Aveen^ 
the parties, that future alteration in the cesses should in no 
way disturb the jama mentioned in the lease. In support of 
this view, he cited the eighth paragraph of the written statement. 

It^is obvious however, that •^his can be of no assistance to the 
respondent. It cannot be disputed that under the Indian 
Evidence Act, no evidence of extrinsic circumstances is admis- 
sible to a^d to, contradict, vary or alter the terms of a deed, 
and as was observed by Lord Denman C. J. in Goss v. Lord 
Nugent (2), “ if there be a contract which has been reduced into 
writing, verbal evidence is not allowed to be given on what 
passed between the parties either before the written instrument 
was made or during the time that it was in a state of preparation, 

(1> (1844) 9 Robinson, 308 ; 41 Am. Dec 328. 

(2) (1833) 5 B A Ad. 58 at 64. 
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SO as to add to, or subtract ^from, or in any planner to vary or 
qualify the written contract.” If'evidence of negotiations was 
^ admissible to contradict the terms of the written contract, the 
very < 5 bject which thei parties had in view in reducing the terms 
of the agreement into writuig woiild be completely defeated. 
No doubt, as stated in Aferiumi v. United States (i), it is a 
fundamental rule that in the construction of contfticts, Courts 
may look not oMy to the language employed but t?o the subject 
matter and the surrounding circumstances,* and may avail 
themselves of the same light which the parties possessed when 
the contract was made ; but this may be done with a view to 
interpret the contract and not to contradict it, fnjiiis v. buttery 
and Macdonald v. Loturbottom (3). In the (lase before us, if \ye 
I advert to thelsubject matter of the lease and the sutTounding cir- 
cumstances at the time of its execution, it is clear that the parties 
did not intend and could not \eiy well reasonably have intended 
that the buiden of all additional impositions should be borne by 
the landlord, specially if this imposition was due to an event the 
entire profit of which would-be enjoyed by the teiKinl. We 
must consequently hold ^hat, so far as the additional amount of 
cesses is concerned, the rights of the parties n^ust b^* regulated 
by the statute. 

The question ne.xt arises as to the amount which may be 
legitimately claiided by flie "plaintiffs from the defendant^ T*lie 
efiect of the contract was, as we have already stated, that the 
tenant undertook ♦co pay to the landlord not only what was, at 
y the time, legitimately demandable from her as tenure-holder 
^"uAer section 41 of the Bengal Cess Act, but also the amount the 
burden of which would otherwise have to be borne'' hy the ’ 
landlord as zemindar. If we examine the provisions of section 41 
of the Bengal Cess Act, we find theii* ultimate effect to be this. 
The Cess is calculated upon the* annual value at a certain^rate, 
which in the present case, is one anna in the rupee. The 
zemindar, in the first instance, pays to the Governr^ent the 
amount assessed, that is, A of the annual value, subject to a 
deduction proportionate to the Government revenue, which turns . 
out to be 3 j of the revenue. But the zemindar collects from the 1 
tenure-holder tV of the annual value subject, to a deduction of 
3^1 of \he rent paid and the tenure-holder in his tiH-q" collects 
from the cultivating raiyats Vi of the annual value. The nett 

(1) (1883) 107 U. 0. 437. (2) (1878) 3 App. Cas. 652 (676.) 

C8) (1860) t El, and El. 977. 
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result of this operation is that if the total amount of cesses be 
taken to be tV of the annual ,.value, the Government bears ds of 
the revenue ; thf zemindar bears of the difference -vbetweeu- -- 
' the rent he collects from the, tenure-holder and the revenue he ^ 
pays to Government ; the tenure-holder bears tjt of the difference 
between the rent he collects from the cultivating ra'iyats and the 
rent he himself pays to the zemindar ; and the cultivating raiyat 
bears of tlje rent he pays to the tenure-holder. It is obvious, 
therefore, that if ,the rent payable by the tenure-holder to the 
zemindar is, as in this case, constant, the amount of cesses which 
the zemindar has ultimately to bear is a constant quantity, and 
it is this amount which under the contract in this particular case 
the tenant herself undertook to bear. The tenant also undertook 
to pay the amount then payable by her under the statute which 
would vary with the annual value. As the aflnual value has now 
increased, it -is this item alone which has increased and the whole 
of the increase has to be paid by the tenant. It has been found 
that the amount of cesses payable at the date of the contract 
was Rs. 97, and this was included in the consolidated sum of 
Rs. 1 , 5 ^ 5 * The amount of cesses now payable is Rs. 174-4-3. 
The difference, therefore, namely Rs. 77-4-3 which has been 
levied by the Government from the zemindar, is payable by the 
defendant tenure-holder, and this is the rate at which Ihe 
flaim is laid in the plaint, although the calculations by which this 
amount is determined are not very intelligible. The plaintiffs, 
further, claimed damages at the rate of 25 per cent. The Court 
of first instance, however allowed damages at 12 per cent, only 
which seems to us to be fair. It is clear, therefore, that ^he 
total amount which was decreed by the Court of first instance is 
legitimately recoverable by the plaintiffs from the defendant. 

The result is that this appeal must be allowed, the decree of 
the District Judge reversed and that of the Court of first instance 
resto*'ed. This order will carry costs throughout. 

A. T. M. 


Appeal allowed. 
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Before Mr, Justice Rqm/fiui and Mr, Justice Caspersz, ^ 

H. B. DALGILISH 

t • 

V, 

*DAM0DAR NARAIN CHOWDHURY and othkks.* 

Kjcct fiient ^ gukt for — Ttnant^ hoUtimj oter a/trr expiration of teajsn — Jndigo 
factory — CHUiratnig raiyut —Xoftcc to qntty if Heceiotary-—^'actory :eraif-^ 
Malik'n khud hh t»ht — lirnyal Tenancy ( VIII oj 1SS6) Secs ->(.5), i!!X ) — 
Proprietor's ^ri rate la ml — Presmn ption. * 


dtviii. 

1905. 

*Vay, 10, 17» 


Indigo zerait lands, in tlic absence of evidence to shew that the lands were 
ever ui the khas possession of the landlor*!, or (heir ancestors, jIo not ooinc 
within the definition of proprietor’s pi ivatc UikIs contained in seetion 120 of 
the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

The presumptiun arising uinler section o (5) of^thc Bengal Tenancy Act 
l^ a lebiittable one. • • * . 

A raiyat of at Icjist 10 3 ears' standing and now holding over is not a ties* 
passer ami cannot be eieetc<l until liis tonanc}* has been detcrniincd b^’ a notice . 
to «iuit or in some other legal manner. j ... 

►Suit fur khas pos.scs.sion 011 (‘jcctu'icnt. ^ ^ 

Appeal by the Defendant. ^ 3 

The facts of the case appear Iroin the judgment. 

Mr. Garth and Babin Rajcndra Nath Bose, Die; 

Vhattcrft and Sttrendra Krhhna Dutt for the Appellant. 

Monlvic Mahomed Ytmiff and Bahn Lachmi Narain Sini^h 
or the Respondents. ^ , * 




t A. \ . 


The judgment of the (Jourt was delivered by 

Rampini J. — The suit giving rise to this appeal was May, 17, 

)rc^ht by the plaintiffs respondents against two sets of defen- 
lants of whom defendant ist party, the appellant befoVe.us, is 
he proprietor of an Indigo Factory, in the District of . 

)arbhanga, called the Bandhar Factory. The defendants 2nd 
►arty are the proprietors of the Hafhouri Factory ; they did not 
contest the suit which was one for ejectment of the principal' 
defendant. Plaintiffs, as proprietors of niouzah Ballipura .Pasram, 
prayed for recovery of. khas possession of certain lands, com- 
prising! 81 bighas 19 cottahs and 12 dhurs, on the adjudication 
that they Tire not the kasht lands of the defendant, who is 
holding over after expiration of certain leases.' They also asked 
^ for a de(;laration that the settlement record, as finally published, 

^ based on the orOer of the i8th April 1900 is wrong and illegal, 


•Appeal from Original Decree No. 428 of 1903 again bt a decree of Babu 
Kali Kishen ChuWilhary, Additional Suliordiiiate Judge of Tirhoot, datcil the 
iSth September 1903. 
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and* that the order of the Assistant Settlement Officer, dated the 
1 7th July 1 899, is legal ahd binding between the parties to the suit. 

• The Subordinate Judge decreed the suit. Defendant ist 
party appeals, the appeal is Qn the merits generally. It is urged 
on his behalf that, out of the total area in suit (»8i B. 19 C. 
12 D.), half of 313 B. 12. C. 10 D, namely, 156 bighas 19 cottahs 
5 dhurs, have been held since the year 1837 as Indigo kasht 
of the Factory ; that the defendant has a right of ocupancy in 
respect of these fands which are not, and never were, the Khud 
kasht lands of the lessors ; and that, with regard to the 
remaining lands, 25 bighas, 7 dhurs, which were leased to the 
defendant, as Khud Kasht, in the year 1892, the defendant is 
ei1ti|,led to a Jegal notice to quit before he can be ejected. 

We*, are of opinion that the appeal must prevail and the 
plaintiffs’ suit be dismissed. 

The larger of the two areas is half of 313 bighas, 18 cottahs 
10 dhurs. These lands were leased by the maliks of mou/ah 
Ballipura Pasram for settled periods to the owners of the 
Hathouri Indigo concern, which was the parent of the Bandhar 
Factory. It is an admitted fact that the proprietors of the two 
Factories have been in successive possession of these lands for the 
purposes of Indigo .cultivation since the year 1837. Their earliest 
please is not forthcoming, but a copy filed, even if we exclude from 
it certain words which are not admitted to exist in the original, 
shows that so long ago as 1837, the Indigo planters obtained 300 
bighas, including the larger of the two ateas in suit, for the 
cultivatkin of indigo and other crops. 

The term of the first lease ended with 1253 F (=:sit?46). 
Theie is no lease for the next thirteen years, but the Factory 
remained in possession of the lands. In the second lease of 1859, 
th^ Factory obtained the exact area with which we are now 
dealing, namely, 156 bighas iq cottahs, 5 dhurs, and the 
subsequent leases continued the tenancy down to the year 1308 F 
(= 19C1). 

Having regard to the leases, the Road Cess Returns, and the 
evidence generally, we are of opinion that the expression Zerait 
Ballipura used in the leases refers to the lands held as Zerait by 
the qultivator Factory, and does not imply that the lands are the 
nijjoU (A the proprietors, in which no right of occupancy can 
now be acquired. We have no doubt as to the correctness of 
the defendant’s contention on this point. The Civil Courts, in 
the year 185O) designated such lands as the kasht kari Zerait of 
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the Factory. Private lands of the maliks were known as their 
Khud Kasht. The parties diflfenentiat^d between Factory yferait 
and nialik s Khud Kasht, There being no evidence to show that 
the •lands •svete evej^ in the kUas possession of the plaintiffs, or 
their ancestors, our finding is that this Indigo Zerait does not 
come witliin the definition of proprietor’s private lands 
contained in section 120 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. 

We piooeed to consider, in the next plac^, the question 
whether the defendant is an occupancy raiyat of the original 
area, 156 bighas 10 cottahs 5 dhur^, and whether he is entitled 
to notice before he can be ejected from it or from the other lands 
2' bighas 7 dhuis. 

We are unable to accept the conteiUion for the plaintiffs 
that the leases, in virtue of which the Factor/ has betn in * 
possession, are merely >^ar[ycshi^i leases. Reliance is placed on 
the case of the Bengal Indti^o Combauy v. Roghohut Das (l)* 
where their Lordships held that “ thq leases in question were not 
mere contracts for the cultivation of the land let ; but that they 
were also intended to constitute, aftd did constitute, a* real and 
^alld security to the tenant Tfor the principal sums which he had 
advanced, and interest t^iercon. The tenant’s possession under 
them was, in part at least, not that of cultivatois only, but that ' 
of creditors opeiating pa\ment of the debt due to them, by 
means of their .secunty The leases under our considcrat^icfn 
do not admit of a construction upon the principles laid ddwn by 
the Piny Council. The earliest lease, which originated and 
covers the tenancy, is a ZaifycsJigi , it is a lease for the culti- * 
vjfion of indigo and other crops , but there is no stipulation for 
the payment of interest. We would regard it a^ a leaser 
providing for part of the rent to be paid in advance the 
remainder of the rent being payable aiyiually. During the long * 
interval succeeding the termination of this lease the Factory 
continued to cultivate the lands demised. Then, the s^con^I 
lease, of 1859, IS not a Zarpeshgi \ it recites that the land is 
zerait of the Factory.^ The -next is a Zarpeshgi lease similar to 
the lease of 1837 and providing for the deduction of the sum 
advancefl from the rents of two years, but providing also for the* 
payment of rent during the other years of the lease. 101879* 

anotlyer Zarpeshgi was executed of like natur^, but the last lease 

• * * 

of 1891 was af* simple thika pottah. 

Looking to the character of all these leases', the Road Cess • 
(1) ( 189 G) l^L. R 24 Calc 272. 
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Returns, in which ^the plaintiffs described the lessees of the 
disputed land as cultivating raiyats, and the long continued 
possession of the lands as private lands (Zerait) Of the 
Factory, •we cannot resist the conclusion that the defendant*is a 
raiyat entitled to grow indigo, poppy, or any other^ crops on 
payment of an annual rent of Rs. 5 per bigha. 

The pleader for the defendants respondents has, however, 
cited to us the' case of Lai Bahadoot Singh v. E. Solano (i) and 
he urges that the defendant did not become proprietor of the 
Factory until after the year 1891 when the latest lease was 
executed. Consequently, it would appear, that the defendant 
personally had not been in possession, for twelve years, of the 
lands in respect of which he claims to be an occupancy raiyat, 
when the lease came to an end in 1901. We^ however, have 
found that he is clearly a raiyat of the land in dispute. 

It is true that the area of the lands held by the defendant 
exceeds one hundred bighas. We think, however, that the 
presumption arising under section 5(5) of the Bengal Tenancy 
Act has been amply rebutted, and that the defendant is not a 
tenure holder of the area 15b bighas, 19 qottahs 5 dhurs. 

In theseicircumstances, we consider it is not necessary for the 
purposes of this case to come to any definite finding whether the 
defendant is an occupancy raiyat or not. In any view of the 
matter he is a raiyat of at least 10 years’ standing, and is now 
holding over, and that being so, he cannot be ejected until his 
tenancy of the larger area in dispute has been -letermined by a 
notice to , quit or in some other legal manner. This admittedly 
has not been done. Hence the defendant, who is certainly 
in the position of a tresspasser, cannot be ejected in this suit, and 
the suit as framed must fail. 

So with regard to the ^mailer area, 25 bighas, 7 dhurs, which 
is, admittedly, the Khud Kasnt of the plaintiffs, for similar 
reasons the suit cannot succeed, no notice to quit having been 
given and the defendant's tenancy of the lands not having been 
determined. 

The result is that we allow this appeal and dismiss the 

plaintiffs’ suit with costs here and heretofore. 
jj Appeal decreed. 


(1) (1883) I. L. R. 10 Calc 46. 
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Before Mr. fustice Stephen and Mr, justice Doss, 

AMJAD ALI AND OTHKKS 

V. • 

4 <ADBRJAN BIBI and others.* 

Xon-occnpanci^rahjat—Accvetfon — iieutjal Alluvion and Diluvion Jl^ulution 
(XI of 1S23 ) Sec. 4 cl. (7). 

A noa*occupancy tenant can acquire a right to hoM a newly-formed land 
aa an accretion his holding under cl. (1) of section 4 of Regulation XI 
of 1825. 

Ahmed Bepari v. Toki Mahomed ( 1 ) followed. 

Zuhuroodeen Puikar v. Campbell (2) and Bctu Pvvshad Koevi 7 , Chaturt 
Tewary (3) di8tingui8he<l. 

Appeal by the Defendants. 

Suit for possession. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufticiently from 
the judgment. 

Badu Harcndra Narayan Mitra for the Appellants. 

Moulvt Serajul Islam and Bahtk Hati Charan SarkhM for the 
Respondents. * 

• • c. A. V. 

The judgment of the (\>urt was a'< follows : * 

Tihis suit is brought by the plaiiUifT for possession of a plot of 
land which he claims as a* accretion to his jote. The accretion* 
is not denied ; and it is found t*hat at the time of the suit, the 
plaintiff was an occupancy tenant. At the time of the accretion, 
however, he was a non-occupancy tenant, and the question before 
us ^ whether Reg. XI of 1H25, section 4 applies to the case. 

The appellant relies on the decisions in Zuhurrodecn* Ppttkar 
V. Campbell (2), and Beni Pershad Kocri v. Chaturi Tewary (3) 
to show that it does not. The former#case referred to a tenant 
from year to year and it was held rtiat he was not entitled to the 
benefit of the section. In the latter, a fresh agreement for* 
a year’s tenancy was actually made every year, so t^at the 
tenant never had any ii^terest in the land beyond the end of the 
current year. Neither of these cases, therefore, touch the case 
of a non-occupancy tenant. 

• Aopeal from Appellate Decree No 944 of 1900, against the dc<wee of 
, Babu KaW'pada Mukerji, Subordinate Judge of Tipperah, dated the 28ili February 
^ 1906, affirming thaUof Babu Hem Kumar Neogi, Munsiff of Chaadpur, dated 
the 23rd December 1904. 

(1) (1894) 8 C. L. J. .138. (2) (I86.>» 4 W. R C. R. 67. 

(3) (1906; 4 C. L. J. 63 ; I. L 33 Calc. 444, 
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On . the other hand the decisions in the unreported cases, 
S. A. No. 866 of 1893 (i) following the judgment in Bhaggohat Per- 
shad Singh v. Dootg Bejoy Singh (a), and S. A, No. 2520 of c 904 (3) 
are direct authorities for holdings that a non-pccupapc> tenant can 
acquire a right under section 4. The former case is on all fours 
with the present, and we have no hesitation in following it. 

The apj/eal is, therefore, dismissed with costs. 

A. T. M. ** Appeal dismissed, 

(1) Since Reported, see below ; 8 C. L. J. 638. — Rep. 

(2) (1871) 10 W. R. (C. R.) 95, (3) Since Reported—S C, L. J. 641. 
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Bifori Mr, Justice Trevelyan and Mr. Justice Banerjee, 
AHMED BEPARI and others 

V. 

TOKI MAHOMED and others.* 
AdmUHihility^Daatak — RegUtrqJtion Act ( III of 1S77 ), See, 17 ol, {d) — Non- 

occupancy raiyat — AccretMn — Bengal Alluvion and Diluvion Begulation 

(XI of im). Sec. del. (2). 

An unregistered dastak which merely allows the plaintiff to take possession 
of the land and to cultivate it, is not a lease for any term exceeding one year, 
or a lease froJin yeai* to year or a 'lease reserving a yearly rent, within the 
meaning of cl. (d) of section 17 of the Registration Act, and is, therefore, 
admissible in evidence. 

‘ A non-occupancy raiyat can claim a neivly-f jrraed lajid as an accretion to 
Jiis holding under cl. (1), section 4 of Regulation XI of 1825. 

Bhaggohut Penthad Singh v. Boorg Bejoy Singh (1) referred to. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit for possession of c^wriand. 

*The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

' Babus Srinath Dass and .Promotho Nath Sen for the Appel- 
. laifts. 

B'abu Akhoy Kumar Banerjee for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

BaHOljOB J« — This appeal arises out of a suit for recovery of 
• possession of 6 kanis of chur land, which the plaintiffs appellants 
allege consist of ij kanis of land originally settled with them 

• Append from Appellate Decree No. 866 of 1893 against the decree of Babu^ 
Girindra Mohun Chuckerbutty, OflSciating Subordinate* Judge of Tipperah, 
dated the 22nd February 1893, reversing that of Baba Akhoy Kumar Bose, 
Munsifl of Muradnagore, dated the 21st December 1891. 

(1) (1871) 16 W. R. ^6. 



aiQH co'uitr. 


W viii.] 




by the proprietor on the 25th Agljran 1293 ahd of alluvial aecre- Cittt , 

lions to^the same. They say that they *had been in possession 1104. 

^ of thjs Ian4 down to 1297; that they were dispossessed by thd AhmedBepM! 
defendants ; that they brought a suit against the defendants 
under section 9 of the Specific Relief Act ; and that that suit Msbomed# 

having been dismissed, they are obliged to bring th^ present suit 
to establish their right to the land. ^ * 

The defendants 3 and 4, who contested the suit denied 
the plaintiffs’ right and alleged that the land appertained to 
their jote. 


The first Court gave the plaintiffs a decree ; but on appeal by 
the defendants, the lower appellate Court has reversed*that decree 
holding that the plaintiffs have failed to make out Vheir title *to * 
the ^afits of hind originally leased to them, as life 
Exhibit 1 ,’^which is the basis of their title, is inadmissible for • 
want of registration, and that the plaintiffs weVe not entitled to 
claim any accretion, as they had no Vight of occupancy in the 
kanis of land, the same being cJjjit land. . 

In second appeal it is eontended that the lower appellate 

Coutt was wrong in holding that the dai,tak was inadmissible for 

want of registration, and that the plaintiffs \tere dot entitled 

to claim the accretion to the i\ of land originally leased 

to them. • 

• • • , • 

We are of opinion that the first contention ought to prevail. 

The dastak merely allows the plaintiffs to take possession of the 
land and to cultivate it ; but it is not, wc think, a lease for any term • 
^ exceeding one year, or a lease from year to year or a lease 
re^rving a yearly rent, within the meaning of clause^ (d) of ^ 
section 17 of the Registration Act. That being so, the "docu* 
ment was admissible in evidence, and upon the basis of that, the * 
plaintiffs have shewn that they weje tenants and had some right 
in the land let out^ • 

• 

The next question is, what right have they in thet land ^ 
Their occupation of the land commenced only in 1293, •that is, 
less than 12 years agb. Therefore they could not, by reason of 
of their .occupation of the land, have acquired any right of • 
occupancy in the same. It was contended that as they were * 
settled raiyats of the village having rights of occupancy ia other 
^ lands in that village, they were entitled to claim the iame right 
in respect of this land. But these kanis of land are admitted . 
in the plaint to be chut land ; and under section 180, 8ub>5ec» 
tion (1), clause (^) of Bengal Tenancy Act, the plaintifift 
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cannot be said to have acquired any r right of occupancy in the 
same, their occupation ’'of the land not having extended over 
•twelve years. Thii being so, they cannot be said to have acquired 
any right of occupancy in the additional lafjd that" is said to have 
formed as an accretion to the land 'originally let out.^ But there 
is nothing to prevent the plaintiffs from claiming the newly- 
formed land* as an accretion to their holding in their right as 
non-occupancy raiyats. It has been held by this Court in the 
case of Bhaggohut Pershad Smgh v. Doorg Bejoy Singh (i), that 
even a tenant-at-will can claim the benefit of clause i section 4 
of Regulation XI of 1825 ; and that decision has been recently 
approved and followed by a Full Bench of this Court in the case 
of' G^aurhari Kaibdrto v. Bhola Katbario (2), but here it is to be 
observed that the appellate Court has not decided the question 
whether the portion of the land in suit, that is in excess of the 
kanis originally let out is really an accretion to that area. It 
is necessary therefore to send the case back to the lower appellate 
Court for the determination of that question. If the lower 
appellate Court finds that the land, that is claimed as an accretion 
to the area originally let out, did form as a gradual accretion to 
it, the pla^intiffs will be entitled to a decree for possession of the 
same in their right as non-occupancy raiyats. If the fact is found 
otherwise, the plaintiffs’ claim to the additional quantity of land 
as an accretion must be dismissed. 

The result then is that the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree 
for the kanis originally let out to them to be held by them as 
non-occupancy raiyats ; and the case must be remanded to the 
lower appellate Court with reference to the remaining quanJiiy 
of kanis for the determination of the question stated above 
and for a decision upon that question in accordance with the 
directions contained in this judgment. 

Jhe costs of this appeal will abide the result of the remand* 

A. T. M. ^ Case remanded. 


(1) (1871) 16 W. R. 95. 


(2) (1894) I. L,K. 21 Calc. 233 
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Before filr, fusttce Geid^ 
MI A JAN AND OTHERS 


^AKRAM ALI ^HUIYA and others.* 

JS on-occupancy raiyat— Accretion^ Tcnna of holding accreted land — Bengal 

Alluvion and Diluvion Jlegulation, (XI of 1S26 J, section ^ cl (1)» 

Section 4, clait^e (1) of Regulation XI of 1826 applies to the case of a person 
who is not an occupancy raiyat. • 

Beni Pershad Koeri v. Cliatun Tewary (1) explained. 

The person to whose land the accretion is formed is entitled to hold the 
accreted land on the same terms as that by wdiich the land to which it is an 
accretion is held. 

Ganrhari Kaiharto v. Jihola Kaihatto (2) followed,* 

Appeal by two of the Principal Defendants. • 

Suits for possession. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear* sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Babii Dhircndralal Khastgir for the Appellants. 

Moulvi Scrajual Islam for*the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court was as follows : ^ ’ 

The finding of the Subordinate Judge as to the nature 
of th# land which is the subject of the present suit is expressed ii^ 
the following wor 3 s : “ Tbe Tact clearly is that a large qi^ntily 
of chur gradually formed by the slow recession of the river and 
the portion which f^as fit for cultivation or was about to be fit for 
cultivation was let to the plaintiffs, and the remaining, portion 
'^dAh was then in course of formation but was still under water 
was not included in plaintiff’s settlement.” * • 

Tne land in dispute is the land which is here referred to as 
the remaining portion which was then ih the course of forma^jon 
but was still under water. The Subordinate Judge has held Jhat 
on these facts the plaintiff is entitled to settlement from povern-* 
ment and prima facie he is so entitled under the first clause of 
section 4 of Regulatioi^XI of 1825. That clause runs as follows : 

“ When land is gained by gradual accession it shall be consi* 

dered aDbincrement to the tenure of the person to whose land or 
estate it is thus annexed, whether such land be held 

* Appeals from ^pellate Decrees Nos. 2520 and 2912 of 1901, *^ain8t the 
lecrees of Babu PranKrishna Biswas, Additional Subordinate Judge of Chitta. 
fon^ dated the 29tb July 1904, reversing that of Babu Raikumar Bose, Hunsiff, 
hd Court qf that place, dated the 13th February 1904. 

( 1 ) (1906) 4 C. L. J. 63 ; I. L. R. Calc. 444. 

(2) Cia04) 1. L. R. 21 Calo#23a. 
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f.as a subordinate tenure by any description of under- 
tenant whatever.” The meaning of these words, to my mind, is 
<<iuite clear ; that is, the person to whose land the accretion is 
formed is entitled to hold the accreted land on the same terms as 
that by which the land to which it is an accretion *s held and 
this view of the law was affirmed in the Full Bench Ruling, 
Gourhari Kaiharto v. Bhola Kaibarto, (i) 

It has been argued on behalf of the appellant that the 
plaintiflF not having been 12 years on the parent land has 
acquired no right of occupancy and that section 4 of Regulation 
XI of 1825 does not apply. In support of this view, he refers 
me to the case of Beni Pershad Koeri v. Chaturi Tewary. (2) 

' ^But tha^ case was very different from the present one. 
There, the land was settled each year by the zemindar and tKis 
Court held that the plaintiff was not entitled to the accreted land 
inasmuch as he' had no pre-existing right to the parent land. 
But those very words indicate the distinction between that case 
and the present. The plaintiff though he may not be an occu- 
pancy raiyat had a pre-existing ‘right to the parent land. The 
land has been settled with him by Government and he is entitled 
to hold it as against all the world. 

Both the appeals, therefore, fail and are dismissed with costs. 


A. T. M. 


Appeals dismissed. 


(1) U894) I. L. R. 21 Calc, 238. (2> (1906) 1. L. R. 38 Calc. 444. 
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Before Mr^ fustice Mookerjee^ 

NITYA MADHAV DAS 

V, 

8RINATH CHANDRA CHUCKERBUTTY and others.* 

Bindu widow^Renuirriage^ affect of^Alioiation^^Legal Mcetsity^Reeersicner, 

If a pntnsfer is made by a Hindu widow for legal necessity and before her 
remarriage, the position of the purchaser from the ?vidow remains unajSeoted by 
her subsequent marriage. Unless the transfer was for legal necessity, it caa 
not bind the reversionary heir who will be entitled to take the property from 
the pttt^haaer after the death of the widow or after she had forfeited her estate 
by reason of- her reuurriage. 


• Appeal from Appellate Decree Ko. 1274 of 1906, against the decree of 
A. C. Ben, Esq., District Judge of Zillah Bankura, dated the 31st March 
1906, affirming tlmt of Babu Sarada Prosad Dutta, Officiating Mnn^ 1st Court 
at Biihenpur, dated the 30th April 1904. 

Ko Letters Patent Appeal was preferred againrt this deofsion-^Rep. 



nra com. 


Vou vni.] 


« 541 

1 


Oupta ▼. Run Rntton Rojf (1), Ratul Jehan t. Ram Snirun 
Maru^ayi v. VxramalialU (3). v. €hvinda ( 4 ) and Panchappa ?. Saipan* 

basawa (5) followed. * • 

ffar ^mn. v. Nandi (6) and Ranyit. t. Radha Rani ( 4 ) dissented from. 
QiAere — *Whetlier on principle an <inauthorlzed alienation by a widow 
ought to be allowed to subsist beyond the e:rtiiiction of her own title which 
alone could pats to her transferee. 

Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for possession. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. 

Badu Digamhar Chatter jee for the Appellant, 

Babns Golap Chandra Sarkar and Sarat Chandra Dutt for 
the Respondents. * ^ ^ • 

• . c. A. V, 

The judgment of the Court was as follows i 
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Mookerjee J* — The subject matter of the litigation which 
has given rise to this appeal, is a tank which admittedly belonged 
to one Tarachand, who died about April 1898, leaving a. childless 
widow Mandakini and a nephew Radhanath. The defendants 
claim to have acquired fitle by purchase from the widpw on the 
15th June 1898. The plaintiff on the other Hand 'claims title 
through one Ram Brahmo who took a conveyance from the 
nephew on the ,7th JuJy, ,1898. The substantial question in 
controversy between the parties is, which of.them has the preferen- 
tial title to the property. It is admitted that Mandakini married 
a second time on the death of Tarachand, but it has not been 
^ Jo^d whether her remarriage t<^ok place before or •after she 
executed the conveyance in favour of the defendaiUs. The^ 
Courts below have dismissed the suit on the ground tHkt the 
widow had a valid subsisting title at the^date of the conveyance • 
executed by her. The plaintiff Jias appealed to this Courts and 
on his behalf the decision of the District Judge has been assailed, 
substantially, on three grounds, namely, /frst that the Courts below 
ought to have determined whether the re-marriage of Mandakini 
took place before or* after she transferred the property to the 
defendants, secondly^ that if the transfer took place before her • 
re-marifage, the Courts should have found whether it was for legal • 

necessity, and thirdly^ that if the transfer was without legal. neces- 

If • • • • 

* (1) (1891) 1. L.U 19 Calc. 289. (4) (1896) I. L. R 22 Bom' 321 F. B; 

C2) (1895) I. L. B. 22 Calc. 589. (5) (1899) 1. L. R 24 Bom. 89 at 93. 

(3) (1870 1. L. R. 1 Mad. 226. (6) (1889) I. L. B. 11 Ml 330. 

(7) (1898) 1. L. R. 20 All. 476. 


0 



su 


THX OALOUTTA LAW YOUSNAU 


[VoL. VIII. 


Orvxu 


1907. 

Kitya Madhav Dab 

V. 

Srinath Chandra 
Chuckerbutty.^ 

Mooherjee^ /. 


sity or if it was made after the re-marriage of the widow, the 
plahitifF is entitled (o succeed. , In my opinion, these contentions 
are well founded and must prevail. 

' The questions raised on behalf of the appellant made it 
obvious that the Courts below have overlooked the fundamental 
point in the case. If the transfer was made by Maflidakini for 
legal necessit^v and before her remarriage, it cannot be disputed 
that the position of the purchaser remained una^ected by her 
subsequent marriage. It is also clear that unless the transfer was 
for legal necessity, it could not bind the reversionary heir who 
would be entitled to take the property after the death of the 
widow or after she had forfeited her estate by reason of her 
temarriage." It is therefore necessary to consider for a moment 
the effect of i emarriage by a Hindu widow upon the estate taken 
by her ft'om her deceased husband. Now it was laid down by a 
Full Bench of this Court in the case of MaUingini Gupta v. Ram 
Rution Roy (i), that the effect of remarriage by a Hindu widow 
is to make her forfeit her interest in her first husband’s estate 
in favour of the next heir. This result follows not only from the 
principles of Hindu law but also from the statutory provisions on 
the subject. As was pointed out by the learned Judges who decided 
the case to which I have just referred, according to the text of 
Brihaspati, which Jimutabahana makes the basis of his reasoning 
on the subject of widow’s estate, ‘‘ of him whose wife is not 
deceased, half the body survives ; how then should another take 
his property while half his person is alive,” Dayabhaga, Chapter 
XI, section i. If therefore a widow ceases to be the wife or half 
of the bddy of her late husband,, it is difficult to perceive how^e 
can keen the estate of her late husband, and in this view of the 
matter remarriage would entail a forfeiture of the first husband’s 
estate. It further appears from section 2 of the Hindu Widows 
Remarriage Act (XV of 1856), that a Hindu Widow upon 
remurriage forfeits the interest she had taken in her deceased 
husband’s property, or to use the language of the statute, upon 
her re-rtiarriage, her interest in her husband’s estate ceases and 
determines, as if she had then died, and the next heirs of her 
deceased husband or other persons entitled to the property on 
her death, thereupon succeed to the same. This view "Yias been 
adopted in the eases of Mnrugayi v. Viramakali (2), Rasul 
Jehan ^ Ram Suhu (3), VMu v. Govinda^ (4) and Panchappa v. 

(1) (1891) I L R. 19 Calc. 289. ^3) (1895) I L. R. 22 Calc. 589. 

(2) (1877) I. L. R. 1 Mad. 226. (4J (189^) 1. L. R. 22 Rom. 32l F. R. 
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Sanganbasawa (i). The contrary view ta^en by the learned 
Judges of the Allahabad High Codrt in Ranfttv, Raeiha Rani (2) 
p and H(& Saran v. Nandi (3) does not appear to me to be based 
upon^a souhd -interpretation of either the principles of Hindu 
Law, or, the provisions of tjie Hincfu Widows Remarriage Act, 
and I see no reason to doubt the correctness of the opinion 
which has been expressed by this Court and acceptid in Bombay 
and Madras. If, therefore, at the time when the alienation was 
made by the widow in this case, she had already remarried, she 
had nothing to convey to the purchaser, and the plaintiff as 
transferee from the nephew would be entitled to succeed. If, on 
the other hand, the alienation in favour of the defendants took 
place before the remarriage of the widow, two questions arise ; 
First, was the transfer for legal necessity ? Secondly,* if it^was not, 
is the position of tfie purchaser affected by the remarriage of the 
widow If the transfer was made for legal ne<jessity at a time 
when the widow had not remarried, tjie purchaser has obviously 
acquired a good title, and the plaintiff is not entitled to succeed. 
If on the other hand, the transfer * in favour of the de*fendants 
was made before remarriage but without legal necessity^ the 
purchaser would have a good title till the death of jthe widow, 
natural or civil. It is obvious to my mind from section 2 of 
Act XV of 1856, that the effect of remarriage of a widow is that 
her interest ceasee and detejrmines, as if she had then died, aocf 
the reversionary heir who would be entitled to succeed on her 
natural death, tak^ the property at once. It cannot be disputed, 
therefore, that if the transfer was without legal necessity, the 
^ sul^quent remarriage of the widow would place the purchaser 
precisely in the position which he would have occupied, ^f the 
widow had died, in other words, the reversionary heir would be 
entitled to recover the property from his hands. Reference was 
made to the cases of Gohindo Nath Roy v. Ram Kanay Chow- 
dhury Kally Frosonnos. Gocool Chnnder Fb'osonna Nath v,» 
Afzalttnessa (6), and Srceramulee v. Kristamma (7), tp show 
that when a Hindu i^dow alienates part of the immoveable 
property belonging to her husband’s estate and then adopts a son, 
the son cannot sue to recover possession of the property until 
the termination of her widow-hood. On the basis of this pro* 
^^rositiog, it was argued by way of analogy, that when, ^ .Hindu 

(1) (1899) I. L. R. 24 Bom. 8d at 93. (4) (1876) 24 W. B. 183. 

(2) (1898) I. L. B. 20 All. 476. (6) (1877) I. L B. 2 Talc. 295 at 307. 

(3) (1889) I. L. B. 11 AIL 330. (6) (1878) I.L B. 4Calc.523 ; 30.L.B.391, 

(7) (1902) I. L» B. 26 Mad. 143. 
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widow alienates part of the property belonging to her husband’s 
estate, and then remarries, the reversionary heir ought not to be 
permitted to recover possession of the property until the termi- 
nation of her natural life. In my opinion, there is n£) analogy 
between the two cases. In the case of a remarriage of a Hindu 
widow, the very fact of remarriage operates as her death'in the eye 
of law so far ax her husband’s estate is concerned ; this proposition 
is consistent with the principles of Hindu law and follows also 
from the provisions.of the Hindu Widows Remarriage Act. I may 
further point out that the analogy upon which reliance was 
placed is based upon a proposition which does not appear to be 
entirely beyond the domain of controversy. If the question arose 
directly in this case, it might be necessary to consider whether on 
principle an unauthorised alienation by a widow ought to be 
allowed to subsist beyond the extinction of her own title which 
alone could pass to her transferee ; such a view apparently 
receives some support from the decision of their Lordships of the 
Judicial Committee in Bommali v. Ja^ut (i), and of the learned 
Judges of the Bombay High Court in Moro v. Balaji (2). It ii 
not necessary, however, to pursue this matter further, because 
as I have,, already explained, in the case of remarriage, thi 
reversionary heir becomes entitled to the estate precisely in thi 
same manner as he would do upon the death of the wi^ov) 
The result, therefore, is that this apoea) must ,be allowed, th 
decision of the District Judge reversed, and the case remitted t 
him for trial upon the merits in accordance with the directions give 
in this judgment. The parties will be at liberty to adduce fres 
evidence to be taken either by the District Judge himself^ 
under his direction by the Court of first instance, and to* 
transmitted to him for final disposal of the case. The costs ( 
this appeal will abide the result. 


A. t: m. 


Appeal allowed ; case remandei 


(1) (1905) I. C. L. J. 319. (2) (1894) I. L. R. 19 Bom. 809. 
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Before Mr. fusticB Caspetsz and Mr. fustice Coxe.* 
BEPJN BEHARY SHAHA 

MUKUNDA L^L GHOSH and othkrs.* 

Redemption and saU^ suit Jor. hij subsequent mortgagee — Purchaser in fjrecution 
of prior molt gage decree in fhtssession^ position of — Redemption moneg, 
deposit of 4 ffter date pj'ed but before order absolute — deposit accepted by 
Court — ^>0 formal order e.rt^)idtng tune — Transf<>r of property Act (IV of 
lbS2)^ section 93. 


Civil. 

1908 ’ 

* Noremher^ 13^ dS, 


Defendant purchased a certain propel ty in execution of decree on a suit 
by a first mortgagee in which the plaintifT, a third mortgagee was no party. 

He (the defendant) redeemed the secoml mortgagee and wasnn possession of 
the property. The plaintiff sue<l to eniorce his mortgage ns also to ^roflecm • 
prior incumbrances ^ 

Jleld, that section 93 of the Transfer of Piopcrty Act <lul not, in its literal 
terms, apply to a case where there was no prior mortgage stilf in existence, buf 
the principles there lai<l down ought to be followed in dealing with such a case. 

The plaintiff who did not deposit the mleinption money within the time 
allowed by Court can ledceni afterw’aids, before a final order is made under 
clause 2 of section 93 of the Tiansfer of Propeity Act, that is before the 
decree is ma<le absolute 

Vedapurutti v. Valliihpa\ah ya Raja (1) followeil. • 

yandiam v. Ruhaji (2), Poresh Xatli Mojiimdat v. Ramjadu Moj umdar (8) • 

and Dehi Prasad v. Jai Karan Singh (4) referred to. • 

fhc position of the defendant, who is in possession of the property unc^er 
an obligation to rc-ttansfer it* if tlie re<lcmption money is paid on a fyeed flate, 
is analogous to that of a mortgagee by conditional sale. 

If a deposit of th<^ redemption money is accepted by the Court before the ^ 
final order under clause 2 of section 93 of the Transfer of Property Act, but 
after the date fixed for payment, it becomes an effectual deposit, *although no 
f(Aial order extending the tunc was passed. 

Appeal by the opposite party. 

Application to have the decree made absolute. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently^from 
the judgment. 

Babti Nilmadhtib Bose^ Mr. P. M. Guha atfd Babu * 
Haribhusaii Mttkerji f&r the Appellant. 

Baiit Nalini Ranjan Chatterji for the Respondents. 

• C. A. V. * 


* Appeal from Appellate Order No. 70 of 1908, against .tjie order of 
K. N. Roy Esq., District Judge of Beeibhum, dated the 26rh November 1907, 
reversing that of Babu Umesh Chandra Sen, Subordinate Judge of that place, 
dated the 27th July 1907. 

(1) (1901) I L. R. 25 Mad. 800 at 306-7. 

, . . (2).(1897) I. L. B. ^ Bom. 771. • 


(3) (1K89) 1. L. R. 16 Calc 246. 
14) (190^) I. LiB.^All. )79,. 
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The judgment of the Court^was as follows : 

This appeal arises out of a composite suit, in which the 
plaintiff sued to enforce his mortgage on certain property by sale, 
as, also, to redeem certain prior incumbrances. The suit was 
decreed and the plaintiff was directed to deposit the amount due 
with respect to the prior incumbrances within six months, and it 
was ordered that, if he did not do so, he should not be able to 
redeem. The decree was dated the 31st May 1906. An appeal 
was lodged by the defendants or some of them, but it was 
dismissed on some date, which does not appear on the papers, 
and on the i6th April 1907, the plaintiff deposited the money, 
and asked that the property covered by the mortgage might be 
sold free of incumbrances, the prior mortgages having been re- 
deemed by the deposit of the money due upon them. The 
w pleader of one of the prior incumbrancers (not the present 
appellant) was sent for, but declined to appear, and the applica- 
tion was granted on the I4tn May 1907. 

Thereafter, the plaintiff applied to have the decree made 
absolute. This application was contested by the prior incum- 
brancers, though it can hardly have had any reference to them, 
inasmuch ais the only relief in the nature of an “ order absolute ” 
that can be given to the plaintiff in a suit for redemption is that 
be “shall, if necessary, be put in possession of the mortgaged 
property.’' Here, this was not necessary and the only order that 
could be made absolute was the order for sale, to which, if their 
incumbrances had been redeemed by the ordet of the 14th May 
1907, they could not object. They however, also, asked that the 
order for sale and redemption should be set aside. The Subotii- 
nate Judge refused both prayers, made the decree absolute, and 
confirmed the order for sale and redemption. The learned Dis- 
trict Judge set aside these orders. The plaintiff appeals, and it 
is argued that, in the circumstances we have stated, the orders 
of the fi^st Court were wrongly set aside by the District Judge. 

It appears that the defendant No. 3, respondent, purchased 
the property in execution of a first mortgagee’s decree upon his 
mortgage. He has a further claim on the property, inasmuch as 
he also redeemed the mortgage of a second mortga{;;ee, the 
plaintiff being the third mortgagee. The question is whether tht 
defendant No. 3 being a purchaser in execution of the decree or 
a prior mortgage, and in possession of the property , Section 9;; 
of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882, has any application to hij 
case* It is, also urged on his behalf that if the section doei 
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apply, still the fact that the plaintiff did not d^osit the redemp- 
tion money within six months precfudes him from obtaining any 
Y benefit now from the decree for redemption. • ^ 

Section 93 does n#t, of course* in its literal terms, apply to a 
case like th^ present, where there is no prior mortgage still in 
existence, but the incumbrancer is a purchaser in possession. But 
we think that the principles laid down in the section* ought cer- 
tainly to be followed in dealing with a case of this ifature. It is 
well settled that when a mortgagee sues on his mortgage, and in 
disregard of section 85, does not make a subsequent mortgagee a 
party, that mortgagee is entitled to redeem the property in the 
hands of a purchaser in execution. There is no reason, why such 
a purchaser should be in a better position with respect to r^- 
‘ demption than the piortgagee, under whose decree lie Ijas pur- 
chased. There are no other sections in the Transferor Property 
Act dealing with redemption, except sections 91-95. In these 
circumstances, we are of opinion, that we should be guided by 
those sections in dealing with the case, whether it is covered by 
their precise terms or not. 

Turning now to the c^uestion whether a plaintiff, who ^does 
not deposit the redemption money within the tinje al^oVed, can 
redeem afterwards, before a final order is made under the section, 
or, a^it is usually expressed, before the decree is made absolute, 
we find considerable diversity of judicial opinion. The sectioi>s,* 
however, seem to us to indicate the intentions of the Legislature 
with reasonable clearness. 

^ Section 92 requires, if the plaintiff pays within a fixed time, 

th#defendant shall retransfer the*property to him, and if he does 
not pay, he shall be debarred from redeeming (unless the jnort- 
gage is simple or usufructuary), or else the property shall be sold 
(unless the mortgage is by conditional sale.) The words in 
brackets show that the section do^s not literally apply to the 
present case. But, applying it as nearly as we can, we think that* 
the position of the defendant No. 3, who is in possessioi^ of the 
property under an obligation to retransfer it, if the money is paid 
on a fixed date, is far more analogous to that of a mortgagee by 
conditiqpal sale, than to that of the holder of any other form of 
mortgage described in the Transfer of Property Act. The decree 
y framed gave effect to this position, inasmuch as it direct^. tTiat if 
the plaintiff does not deposit the money by the fixed 'date, he 
shall be debarred from redeeming. 

Section 93 lays down whgt is to happen in thp two contin- 
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Omii. ggncies of the moK-ey being paid and not being paid. In the 

S 908 latter, the defendant is' permitted, in the case of a mortgage by ^ 

Repin Behary Shaba' conditional sale^ to apply for an order that the plaintiff be de- 
barred from redeeming. And the section goes on to prescribe that 
Ghosh. ‘ “ the passing of any order under this section the plaintiff^s 

right to redeem shall be extinguished.” It appears to us that 
this expression clearly indicates that the right to redeem con- 
tinues till the order has been passed. If this were not so, it is 
impossible to understand for what reason a mortgagee, other than 
one whose mortgage was simple or usufructuary, should be 
specifically allowed to apply for an order to debar the plaintiff 
from redeeming. If the plaintiff cannot redeem after the fixed 
period, unless the hiortgagee himself takes some action, as has 
been aqgued by the learned pleader for the respondents, it is 
evident that his right is altogether gone. The mortgagee is not 
likely to take any action, when he is already in possession of the 
property, in order to enable the plaintiff to exercise his right of 
redemption. To quote the words of the learned Chief Justice in 
Vedapuratti V, Vallahha Valiya R^ja (i), “On the construction 
of sections 92 and 93 of the Transfer of Property Act it is per- 
fectly clear tha^ the equity of redemption remains unforeclosed, 
and the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee continues, until 
the order absolute which is contemplated by section 93 is made. 
If th^ right to redeem is only extinguished when an order is 
made under section 93, it follows that the right is a subsisting 
right until the order is made.” It appears tdms that the Legis- 
lature intended that the defendant, if he seeks to have the 
plaintiff’s right finally extinguished, should apply for an ordei^ to 
that .effect ; and that, if he does not do so, the right should 
remain in existence. 

These views derive considerable support from the Madras 
casj already cited, and from two cases decided in Bombay and 
Calcutta respectively. The Bombay case, Nandram v. Bahaji (2) 
was cit^d with approval in the Madras case (i), and is clear author- 
ity for the proposition that a mortgagor can apply for extension of 
the time for redemption after the period of grace has elapsed, 
but before a final order has been made under section 93. If that 
view is correct, it^ would seem that if a deposit is accepted by the 
Court before the final order, but after the date fixed for payment, ' 
it becomes an effectual deposit. It makes little or no practical 


(1 ) (190iy 1. L. K. 26 Mad. 300 at 306- V. (2) tl897) I. L, R. 22 Bom. 771. 
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difference whether the acceptance of such a deposit is or is not 
preceded by a formal order efctending the tim^. It is the accep- 
tance of tjie deposit that is the really important matter, and if the 
Court jccepts^a deposit after the due time has elapsed, it must be 
assumed, in the absence of anything to the contrary, that the 
Court is satisfied that there has been good cause for the delay. 
In the present case it is reasonable to suppose that ^ the Court 
thought it naturjil that the plaintiff should have hesitated to pay 
in a large sum of money, while the fate of his decree was still 
rendered uncertain owing to the appeal lodged by the other side. 
The Court sent for the pleader of the principal defendant and 
made the order after he had declined to come. All the probabili- 
ties point to the fact that the Court saw fit to coifdone the 
plaintiff’s delay, and, that being so, we think that the deposit 
must be regarded as^being in time and upon application n?ade to 
extend the original period fixed for payment. 

The decision of this Court, to which we have'referred, consi- 
dered section 87 rather than the effect * of section 93, but it is 
clearly applicable in principle — see ^Poresli Nath Mojutiuhir v. 
Ramjadu Mojumdar (\)^ where Ihe learned Judges remark : — “It 
seems quite clear to us tha^ the fact of the Legislature^ having 
made this provision, requiring an order absolute to *be made, 
makes the eailier order simply an order msi^ ajnd the mortgagor 

can at any time, until the order absolute is made, redeem his 

. ,, • • • • 

property. ^ . • 

Reference may also be made to Dchi Prasad v. Jai Karan 
Singh (2), in whicft the earlier case of Ram Lai v. luhee 
Knar (3), which is to some extent in favour of the respondents, 
waAot followed. 

The learned pleader for the respondents relies principally on 
two cases, namely, Vallahha Faliya Rajah v. Vedapuratti (4) 
and Fatjuddi Sardar v. Asimnddi Bisuas (5). But the authority 
of the first of these cases has been much weakened by the oase 
reported in the 25th V’^olume already quoted, and, in the# words 
of the learned Chief Justice in the latter case, “ cannot be put 
higher than that the lesfimed Judges dealt with the case before 
them upon the assumption that a second suit would lie and 
that* * •the mortgagor* * * is not without a remedy.” 

Finally all that was decided in Fatjuddi Sardar v. Asimnddi 
' Biswas\^\ was that the period of grace runs from the* ‘ffate of 

(1) (1889) I. L. R. IG Cak. 246. (249.) (3) (1896) I L, B. 19 AH. 180 

(2) (1902) I L. R. 24 AH. 479. (4) (1895) I. L.*R. 19 Mad. 40. 

(6) (1907) 11 C. W. N. 679, 
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the original decree and not from that of the appellate decree. 
The point whether*^ the plaintiff coulcf redeem after the fixed date 
was not raised, i>or does it appear certain whether or not any ^ 
final order had been made on the application of the defendant. ^ 
In these circumstances; we think that the decision of the 
District Judge must be set aside, and that of the 'Subordinate 
Judge restated. The appeal is accordingly allowed with all 
costs. 


A. T. M. 


Appeal allowed. 
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Before Mr. Justice Ratnpini and Mr. Justice Mookerjee, 

AGA MOHAMMAD MEDHI TEHAR ALI 

UMESH CHANDRA CHATTERJI. 

Suit — Bismisml — Appeal hy plaintiff and defendant — Procedure, 

Plaintiff brought an action for ejectment which was dismissed on the 
ground that it had been brought for a part of the tenaney, and therefore, not 
maintainable. The plaintiff appealed and the defendant also filed an appeal 
against a finding in the judgment as to the nature of the tenancy. The Judge 
decreed the defendant’s appeal and affirmed the order of dismissal *. 

fields that the procedure was erroneous. As the suit had been dismissed, 
the defendant could not appeal. The plaintiff’s appeal should have been 
heard first, and if his grounds proved to have been well-founded, the defen- 
dant’s objections should then have been considered. 

' Appeal by the Plaintiff. 

Suit for ejectment after notice to quit. 

The facts of the case appear from the judgment. 

Bahus Mohendro Nath Roy and Tarit Mohan Das for the ^ 
Appellant. 

Babus Nihnadhab Bose., Boidyanath Dutt and Bepin Behary 
Ghose for the Respondent. 

‘The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

* Bampini J. — This appeal arises out of a suit for ejectment 
brought by the plaintiff, after giving the defendant notice to quit. 
The subject of the suit is a small piece of Jand within the limits 
of the Hooghly Municipality, which is now used as a garden by 
the defendant. 

The first Court dismissed the suit, on the ground that it had 
been brought for only a part of the holding and therefore the 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No. 27 of 1006, against ' the decree of Baba 
Dina Nath Sarkar, Subordinate Judge, Hooghly, dated the 2l8t September 1904 
reveising that of Baba Saroda Prasad Baksbi, Munsiff, Hooghly, dated the 
26th January 1904, 
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tuit must fell. Against this order of dismissal both parties 
appealed, the plaintiff against the order <ff dismissal and • the 
^ defendant against the finding of the Miinsiff tjiat the case was 
govvned Ijy the Transfer of Pjoperty Act and that therefore 
the notice of ejectment under the -provisions of that Act, was 
sufficient. 'The Subordinate* Judge has dealt only with the defen- 
dant’s appeal and has dismissed the suit on the ground that the 
provisions of t^ie Bengal Tenancy Act apply, and that the defen- 
dant has acquired an occupancy right on the land and therefore 
cannot be ejected at all. He has gone on to say that even if the 
defendant has not acquired such a right, he is entitled to notice 
under section 45 of the Bengal Tenancy Act and for this reason 
also cannot be ejected. 

The plaintiff appeals to this Court, and, in Support df "his 
-- appeal, it has beerf urged that the lower appellate Court should 
not have entered into the questioii of the defendant’s appeal * 
without first deciding and decreeing the appeal' of the plaintff, 
that is to say, without deciding that the Munsiff was wrong in 
holding that that the suit was not maintainable, on the ground 
that the ejectment prayed fdr was with regard to only a part of 
the holding. * , 

We think that this ground must prevail. It appears to us 
that, the Munsiff, having dismissed the plaintiff’s suit, the Sub- 
ordinate Judge w;as not entitled to decree the defendant’s appqpl* 
without entering into the question as to whether the suit had 
been rightly dismissed or not. We therefore set aside the deci- 
sion of the lower appellate Court and remand the case to the 
' _Sjjj^ordinate Judge. The learned Subordinate Judge ‘will first 
decide the plaintiiTs appeal; and if he finds that the suit is not . 
maintainable, being brought for ejectment from only a part of 
the holding, then the defendants have pothing to appeal against. 

It is only on the assumption that the MunsiflTs decision of the suit 
is wrong, that he can enter into the the question raised in* the 
defendants’ appeal. « 

For these reasons^we set aside the decision of the Subordinate 
Judge and remand the case to him to be disposed in accordance 
with thewabove observations. 

THb costs will abide the result. 

y • Appeal alMed\ case rentUnded, 
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Before Mr. Justice Pargiter and Mr. Justice Mookerfee. 

' AOSUB ALI PRAMANIK and another. 

f ^ 

BISSESHURI, alias HARANI DASAYA CHOV/D.HUR^NI.* 

share of ^ purchase of . ioitli(yiit the consent of zemindar, effect of-^Putni 
Jtegulation (VJII of 1819), section 6 — Co-sharer landloids collecting 
fhare of rgnt separately, if constitutes separate tenancy -^Sale in execu- 
tion of decree for share of rent, effect of. 

A purchaser of a share of a acquires a valid title in the property, 
although his purchase was not recognised by the zemindar. He is not 
exempted from liability for rent jointly with the transferor if the landlord 
chooses to recognise him as one of the joint-holders of the Section 6 of 

the Putni Regulation only prevents any splitting of the tenure and apportion- 
ment of the rent without the sanction of the landlord. 

S^^urendra Jiohan Tagore v. Surnomoyi (1) followed. 

Judoonath v. Jaduh Churn (2) distinguished. — 

One of the co-sharers in the aemindari who had a 5 annas interest brought 
a suit for his share, of the rent against the registered putnidar and obtained a 
decree, in execution of which, he rold a 6 annas interest in the putni\ 

Held — That the effect of the sale was precisely the same as that of a sale 
under a money-decree ; that is, the uight, title and interest of the judgment- 
debtor at the tune of attachment passed. 

Monomuthonath Bey v. Mr, G. Glascott (3) d.stinguishcd. 

No separate tenancy is constituted under a co-sharer landlord merely by 
his collecting his share of the rent separately fiom the tenant. 

^ Appeal by Defendants Nos. 1 and 2. 

Suit to recover -possession of property by the purchaser of 
a share of ^x^ndni. 

The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from 
the judgment. ^ ^ - 

Bfihu Sharat Chunder Ray Chowdhury for the Appellants. 

Bahu Dehendra Nath Bagchi for Bahu Kissory Lai Sirkar 
for the Respondent. 

,The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Mookerjee J — This is an appeal on behalf of the defendants 
in an action for recovery of possession of immoveable property. 

The plaintiff alleges that one Ratiullah^Tiad a putni right over 
the land in suit, that in execution of a decree obtained on a 

• Appeal from Appellate Decree No 2292 of 1902, against the decree of 
Babu Jogendra Nath Ray, Subordinate Judge of Patna and Bogra, dated 28th 
July 1902, affirming that of Babu Asutosh Chatterjee, Additional Muasiff of \ 
Bogra, dated 17th March 1902, ' 

(1) (1898) I. L. R. 26 Calc. 103. (2) (1869) 11 W. R. 291. 

(3) (1873) 20 W. R. 275 
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mortgage, he purchased a half ^hare of tlTe putni on the rSth 
June 1^9, that subsequently a fractional fo-sharer in the 
zemi^dary brought a suit for rent against Ratiullah and obtained 
a decree for rent against him and, in execution thereof, put up a 
5 annas sh#re of the putni *to sale which was thereupon pur- 
chased by the defendant No. i. The plaintiff^ asks for a 
declaration tha^ his purchase is entitled to preference over that 
of the defendant No. i and that he is entitled to recover 
possession as against him. 

The Courts below have made a decree in favour of the 
plaintiff, holding that the plaintiff had acquired a good title by 
his purchaseland that the defendant No. i, by his purchase at 
the sale in execution of the decree for arrears of •rent obtained 
by a co-sharer landlord, had obtained merely the right, ’title and 
interest of Ratiullah which, at the* date of the* sale to the 
defendant No. i, had already vested in the plaintiff. 

In second appeal, it has been argued before us that the view 
taken by the learned Subordinate. Judge is erroneous, on two 
grounds ; first, that the plaintiff, as purchaser of a share, of the 
putni, has not acquired tiny valid title in the property ’in as 
much as his purchase was not recognised»by the zemindars and, 
sccon^iy^ that the defendant No. i, as the purchaser at a sale in 
execution of a decree fqr arrears of rent in a suit instituted by a. 
fractional landlord, had purchased the property free of the interest 
of the plaintiff. 

We are of opiiiion that neither of these contentions is sound 
and both must be over-ruled. , 

^ In support of the first contention, reliance has bee/i placed 
upon sections 5 and 6 of Regulation VIII of 1819 and upon the 
cases of /udoonath Shahana v. jfadab Churn Ihakoor (i) and 
Watson and others v. The Collector,^ of Rajshahye (2). In an^^ver 
to this argument, the learned varkil for the respondent has ffeliecj 
upon.the decision of this Court in the case of Sourendra* Mohan 
Tagore v. Surnomoyi (3). In this last mentioned case, the learned 
Judges, after referring to the provisions of section 6 of Regula- 
tion VIJI of 1819, go on to say: — “The true meaning and 
intentidh of .the provision is, we think, not to make the 
alienation of a fractional portion of a putni taluk without the 
sanction of the* zemindar absolutely void, nor even *to exempt 
the transferee from liability for rent jointly with thp transferor if 

(1) (18Q9) 11 W. R. 294. (£) (1869) 12 W. R. P. C.43. 

()) Ct8G8) 1. L, K. 26 Calc. 103. 
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the landlord chooses io re-cognize him as one of the joint holders 
of the putni^ but only to prevent any splitting of the tenure and 
apportionment of the rent without the sanction o£ the 
lord, as the concluding words of the section, which contain the 
reason for the provisions, clearly shew.” We entirely^agree with 
this view of the law and we are unable to say that there is in 
reality any conflict between the case of Sourendra Mohan lagore 
V. Surnomoyi (i) and the case of Jndoonath Shahana v. faduh 
Churn Thakoor (2). In this last mentioned case, the learned Judges 
say that the transfer of a share of a putni could not perhaps be 
altogether void although they go on to add that : — “ A putnidat 
may generally transfer his tenure without the consent of his 
zemipdar, but .he can only do so in solido ; and the transfer of a 
portion in no way affects the existence of the pi^tni in its entirety, 
or the rights, of the zemindar.” We think that, having regard 
to the case of Sourendra Mohan v. Surnomoyi (i) and sections 5 
and 6 of Regulation VllI of 1819, it would be impossible to hold 
that a transfer of a portion of a, putni without the consent of the 
zemindar is altogether void although no doubt, the zemindar is 
entitled to say that the division is not binding upon him and the 
purchaser can not*^compel any apportionment of the rent reserved. 

The other case upon which reliance has been placed, namely, 
tjie case of Watscn v. The Collector of Rafshahye (3), has no 
direct bearing upon the question raised, for all that was laid down 
in that case was that where a share in a putni taluk was trans- 
ferred by a registered putnidar without the express consent of the 
zemindar and in disregard of Regulation VIII of 1819, the transfer , 
was not binding on the zemindar. That case is no authority for 
the proposition that the transfer is absolutely null and void. We 
must hold accordingly that the view taken by the Subordinate 
Judge that the plaintiff had acquired a good title by his purchase 
at tha execution sale is correct and cannot be disturbed. 

As regards the second point, the facts appear to be as follows. 
One of the co-sharers in the zemindary who had a 5 annas 
interest brought a suit for his share of the 'rent against the regis- 
tered Putnidar and obtained a decree. In execution^ of that 
decree, he did not put up the entire putni to sale. All ^hat he 
brought to sale was a 5 annas interest in the putni. It has^ been \ 
argued before us, upon the authority of the case of Monomotho 

(1) (1898) I . L. R. 26 Calc. 103. (2) (1869) 11 W. B. 294. 

(8) (1869) 12 W.R, P.0.48. 
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li/iaiA Dey v. G. Gidscott (i), that the tru'e effect of this sate Oi?m 

is identical with the effect of a sale in executioq of a decree for Itos; 

arrears of sen^. We do not tljink that this contention is well AlTTraminlk 

founded. The facts of the case of Monomotho Nath Dey v. 

6 r. Glascdtt (i) are very peculiar and what the learned HArani Dawja 
Judges substantially found in that case was thit there had Cho wdhar anr » 

been a sub-diyision of the putni» that in fact eaoji co-sharer in Mooketjee^ /, * 

the zemindary practically had under him a separate putni. There 
is nothing to show that, in the present case, the 5 annas co-sharer 
who instituted the suit for rent had a separate putni under him. 

We do not think that there is any authority in support of the 
proposition that, merely because a co-sharer landlord collects 
his share of the rent separately from the tenant, that alone 
constitutes a separtite tenancy under him. We must' take it, 
therefore, that the effect of the sale in execution of the decree > 
for rent obtained by the co-sharer landlord was precisely the same 
as that of a sale under a money decree. Consequently, the defend- 
ant No. I purchased merely the* right, title and interest of the 
judgment debtor at the time* of the attachment and, as w.e have 
found that at that time his interest had already vested iA the 
present plaintiff, the defendant No. i. by his purchase got 
nothpg. The plaintiff, therefore, has clearly a preferential 
right and is entitled to succeed. Upon these grounds, we affirm 
the judgment of the learned Subordinate ‘Jlidge and disntiss the 
appeal with costs. 

A. T. M. Appeal dismissed^ 

(1) (1873) 20 \y. R. 276, 


Before Mr, fustice Mookerjee and Justice Caspersz% 

RAKTOO SINGH and others. 

'* •»* 

V . 

SUDHRAM AHIR and others.* 

I\fsseuiafi, tuit for — DefenJe^ alternative — Posseision either ai a tenant or for 
more than 12 yeare^ Adverse poseession. 

It is to the defendants, in the first place, to plead, that the lands were , 
comprised in their tenancy and that consequently the plaintiffs were not 
entitled^ to recorer possession, and in the second place, to ass^^thht if the 
tenancy was not established, as they had held possession for more than 12 years, 

^ * Appeal from Appellate Decree Ku. 1 19 of 1906, against the decision of £1 

Tanton Esq , District Judge of Sarun dated the 29th August 1903, rerersing 
that of Baba Darga Pros^ Otiose, Munsiff of Saran, dated th4 7th June 1906« 
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tw eight of the plaintif?a to recover possessio® was extinguished by the law ot 
limitation, o 

Denomonee Dehia^v. Doorga Pershad (1) followed. 

When the case of the plaintiffs' was that the c’.efendants were tensmts in 
respect of other lands not in dispute and that by act of trespass they came to 
occupy the disputed land within ]2 years before suit, but it was proved that the 
defendants had l^en in occupation for more than twelve years, the title of the 
plaintiffs to recover possession by ejectment of the defendants was barred by 
limitation. The question is not one of adverse possession but of limitation. 

lahan Ohandra v/Paja Ram Ranjan {2) followed. 

Appeal by the Plaintiffs. 

Suit for declaration of title and for recovery of possession. 

The facts and arguments appear sufficiently from the judg- 
ment of the Court. 

Babu Dwarka Nath Mitter for the Appellants. 

< Babtis Akhoy Kumar Baiterjee and Biraj Mohttn Mojumdar 
for the Respondents. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Mop^erjee J. — The subject matter of the litigation which 
has given rise to this appeal is a parcel of land about i bigha, 
II cottahs and 9 /Ihurs^in area. The plaintiffs appellants allege 
that the disputed lands were their Khas Zerait, that the defend- 
ants who were raiyats in respect of a holding of 9 bigHas, 2 
cottah^ and 8 dhurs 9f land obtained from the Settlement Officer 
an entry in the Record of Rights to the effect that the lands now 
in dispute formed the Zerait of the plaintiffs lut were included 
within their holding, and that subsequently on the 29t1i May 
1900, the defendant’s forcibly and wrongfully took possessftn 
inspitf, of the opposition of the plaintiffs. On these allegations the 
plaintiffs asked for declaration of their title and for recovery of 
possession and mesne profits* The defendants respondents con*> 
tendpd that as the disputed lands had not been in the khas 
possession of the plaintiffs either within Jhe last twelve years, or 
at any time, the claim of the plaintiffs was barred by limitation ; 
and they asserted in the alternative, that the lands were as a 
matter of fact comprised in their tenancy, so that, upon either 
, view the plaintiffs were not entitled to obtain a decree for; eject* 
ment* 

The Court of first Instance made a decree In favour 6f the 

. 9 

plaintiffs. Upon appeal that decision has been reversed by the 
learned District Judge. He has held that the plaintiffs have 

U) (18T3) 21 W. E. 70 (R B.) 128. L. E. 274 (F.B.) 

X.3) (1905) 20. L. J. 125. 
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failed to show that they were dispossessed^ as alleged by them, 
at the time of the settlement proceedings, or*they were in posses* 
sion at jny time within twelve years of t^e suit^ In this view of 
the ipatter,jhe learned judge concluded that the plaintiffs musf 
be taken to have failed to make out sheir case. 

The plaintiffs have now appealed to this Court and on their 
behalf it has been argued that the defendants are no|; entitled to 
rely upon the plea of limitation as they plead tenancy under the 
plaintiffs, and that in any event the title of the plaintiffs to re- 
cover possession has not been extinguished by adverse possession 
on the part of the defendants. 

As regards the first branch of this argument, we must hold 
that there is no foundation for it. It was laid down* by a Full 
Bench of this Court in the case of Dem Monee Dehui v. Durga 
Pershad Mozuntd^r (i), that in a suit for possession* of land 
brought against a person, who set up a tenancy but* is really a 
trespasser, the defendant merely by allegation of tenancy in his 
written statement does not preclude himself from setting up the 
defence of the law of limitation. Sir Richard Couch in. deliver- 
ing the judgment of the Full Bench observed that if the contrary 
view prevailed, in many 'cases it would be productive of the 
greatest hardship, inasmuch as the defendant woiild be obliged to 
relinquish the defence of the law of limitation where he might 
really*have it, in order to, be able to say, I believe that I cai^, 
prove a tenancy between the plaintiff and niyself and I desire to 
rely upon that. We must therefore hold that it was open to the 
defendants to plead in the first place that the lands were com- 
prised in their tenancy and that <;onsequcntly the plaintiffs were 
entitled to recover possession, and in the second glace to 
assert that if the tenancy was not established, as they had' held 
possession for more than twelve years, the right of the plaintiffs 
to recover possession was extingui|hed 6y the law of limitation. 
As regards the second branch of the contention of the* ap- 
pellants, it is in our opinion equally unfounded. The# learned 
vakil for the appellants has suggested that inasmuch* as the 
defendants set up tenaficy rights in respect of lands other than 
those no^ in dispute, they are not entitled to plead limitation 
in ans\^r to the claim of the plaintiffs. This view is opposed 
to the rule laid down by this Court in the case of Jshan 
^ ChanJra Mitter^ v. Raja Ramranjan Chakrabutty (2\\ It was 
pointed out in that case that when a tenant takes possession of 
(l) (1873) 21 W. R. 70 (2) (1905) 2 O. L. J. 125, 
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land outside his tenancy and professes to do so in his character 
as tenant, the landlord is dispQssessed*in a limited sense ; in other 
words, he is deprived of actual possession of the land but not of 
‘proprietary possession or possession by recejpt of jept. In ^uch a 
case Article 142 of the Second Schedule of the Limitation Aet 
applies, and the landlord if he wishes to eject the defendant 
must bring ^his suit within 12 years of the dispossession. If 
he does not^ do so his title to recover possesion is hatred, 
although his title to receive fair rent is not barred, as the 
possession of the tenant, so far as the latter right is concerned, 
has never been adverse. Judged by this test the plaintiffs in the 
case before us are obviously out of Court. Their case as laid in 
the plaint was that the defendants were tenants in respect of 
land other than those now in dispute and that by an act of 
trespass they came to occupy the lands comprised in the present 
litigation ; they further asserted that this ouster took place within 
twelve years of the suit. That allegation, however, has not been 
established. It is clear therefore that the title of the plaintiffs to 
recover possession by ejectment of the defendants is barred by 
limitation. The learned vakil for the appellants suggested that 
as between a landlord and tenant, there can never be adverse pos- 
session. This proposition is undoubtedly too broad, but it is not 
necessary to consider now, how this statement should be quahfied. 
It is enough to say for the purposes of the present case that the 
question which arises is really not one of adverse possession but 
of limitation, and what we hold is that the title of the plaintiffs to 
recover possession has been extinguished by the law of limita- 
tion. The defendants have not asserted adverse posses^n 
against the entire interst of the landlords ; the question of 
adveise possession might have arisen if they had done so. But 
their case as set forth in the first paragraph of the written state- 
ment is that inasmuch as the , plaintiffs were not in possession 
within twelve years of the suit, their title only in so far as the 
right to recover possession is concerned, is barred by limitation. 
This view is obviously right. Reliance was placed by the learned 
vakil for the appellants upon the case of Chailan Singh v. 
Sudhari Monim (i) in which it was ruled that acceptanc? of rent 
by the landlord creates the relationship of landlord and tenant 
between the parties and until that relationship is legally^ deter- 
mined the landlord cannot dispossess the tenant ; possession of 
projperty by one party cannot be adverse to another within the 
(1) 0905) 6 0. L, J. 69. 
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meanin^r of the Limitation Act unless the claims of parties are 
hostile and adverse to each other. • That. case is, however, clearly 
distingifishablct There the question arose ifi respect of the, 
tandi^compHsed in tte tenancy held by one party under the 
other ; here the question arises with* respect to lands which are 
alleged by the plaintiffs to be outside the tenancy held by the 
defendants. It is clear, therefore, that the question*of limitation 
does arise in respect of such lands. • 

The view taken by the District Judge iiT correct and his 
lecree must be affirmed. The effect of this decision will be that 
he claim of the plaintiffs to recover possession will stand dismiss* 
“d on the ground that it is barred by limitation. We do not 
lecide, howev’er, whether the disputed lands are comprised 
i^ithin the tenancy^ held by the defendants under the plaintiffs, 
nd, if they are outside, whether the, plaintiffs are^ entitled to 
laim additional rent for them. With these aDbservations, the 
ppeal is dismissed with cost. * 

. T. M. Appeal dtsvtissed. 


APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 


Before Mr, Justice Ilolmwood and Mr, Justice Ryves, 

* ADIL MOHAMED and others » 

• • • • 

V, , • • 

THE EMPEROR.* 

nal Ciuie ( Act XLV of ISGO), See, 300 exception 4 — JUurder — Sudden 
^ Prirate defence — Common intent tor^ — Sec, 149 — Diffciencc of effect. 

When the accused’s party pursue<l the complainants in three bo^ts for a 
g distance and then «vhen they had them in their power landed and attacke<| 
m with spears and killed three of them, their action does not come within 
eption 4 to section 300 and certainly amounts To murder. , 

There is no right of private defenc^ against persons who arc merely taking 
ige in the offender’s land from other persons trying to take their lives. • 

Members of an unlawful Assembly may have a common object only up to 
ertain point and the criminality of each varies according to the inWmation 
lis command and also to flie extent to which he shares the community of 
‘ct. The effect of section 149 may be different on different members 
he samf unlawful assembly. 

Jahiruddin v. Queen Empreei (1) followed. 

Caee of rioting wdth murder. 

Appeal by tfie Accused Persons. 

' Criminal Appeal No. 404 of 1908 against the decision of T, E. Cammiade, 

, Additional Sessions Judge of Sylhet, dated the 13th March 190Q. 

• (1) (1 W) I K. 2? Calc. 306. 
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The material fapts and arguments appear from the judgment, 

Bahu Atiilya Charan Bose for the Appellants. 

Mr, Orr for the Crown. 

The following judgment was delivered 

This is an appeal from the judgment of Sessions? Judge of 
Sylhet who agreeing with both the assessors convicted 6 persons 
of rioting under section 147, Criminal Procedure Code, and of 
murder by implication under section 302 read with section 149 
and sentenced them to transportation for life. 

It is common ground that in consesquence of some dispute 
as to cutting grass at a place which, as far as we can see, the 
complainanc’s party probably had no business to cut it, they 
were pursued, by the accused who apparently filled three boats, 
while the complainant only occupied one and fearing that they 
would be caught in a narrow khal they landed on the high land 
of Bima sankita to the south of the small Chipa khal^ which is 
said to be only knee-deep. The accused party landed in the 
north-west of the same high, land and pursued the complainant’s 
party to the bank of this small khai. In the result three persons 
on the side of the complainant were killed outright and many 
others received ' severe and dangerous wounds with spears, the 
accused party receiving nothing but slight punctured wounds 
on their fingers etc., which the learned Judge has held to be 
self-infiicted. 

The considerations which have been placed before us are 
that both parties went armed and prepared to fight and that 
their case should be treated under the fourth exception to sec- ^ 
tion 300, Indian Penal Code, and the conviction of the princ^al 
offenders should be under section 304. It is farther argued that, 
both the lands where grass was being cut by the complainant 
and- the land where the fight took place belonged to the accused’s 
partjt and that there is the question whether they exceeded the 
right o( private defence. Then there, is the third question 
whethero the case of the three accused who were not held to be 
ringleaders, and whom the Judge says he would have treated, 
more leniently if he had the povyer to do so, can be differentiated 
from that of the others. 

Taking these».three points in order, we are clearly of opinion ^ 
that th^ case cannot be brought within the fourth exception ^ 
to section 300, Indian Penal Code. That exception refers to 
an act committed without premeditation in a sudden fight in the : 
of possession upon a sudden quarrel and without the offender 
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having taken undue advantage or acted a cruel or unusual 
manner. Now in this case Had the accused attacked the com- 
plainants’ party when they were actually cutting grass to wlych 
tlfey laid* clzrini and a fight hack ensued, the case would have fallen 
within the exception, but .when they pursued them in three boats • 
for a long distance and then when they had them in their power 
they landed and attacked them with spears arfti killed three of 
them delibdV-ately, we cannot find that the act t)f those persons 
whoicommitted homicide is less than murdef. 

As regards any right of private defence we consider 
that no such question can possibly arise. Supposing it is not 
quite certain, that the high land does not belong.to the decree- 
holders in whose interest the accused were acting, there wowld b^ 
no right of prhate defence against persons who qierely took 
refuge there fiom other persons , who were trying to take their 
lives. We need not dwell upon this point. • 

As regards the third point we^ire of opinion that it is within 
our power to make the distinction which the learned Judge 
desired to make. It was laid do*wn in the case of y (^tiruddin v. 
Queen ‘‘ in dealing with such cases, ^vhile on 

the one hand it is necessary* for the prote^tion.of the accused ^ 
that he should not, merely by reason of his association with 
Olliers as members of an unlawful assembly, be held criminally 
liable for olfeifces confmiWed by his association, which he him*self 
neither intended nor knew to be likely t*o be committed, on the 
other hand it i.%equally necessary for the protection of the peace^ 
the members of an unlawful assembly should not lightly be let off 
pfrom suffering the penalties foT offences for which, though com- 
mitted by others, the law has made them punishabte Ijy reason 
of their association with the actual offender with one commop 
object. These two cases respectively emphasize the necessity of 
keeping these circumstance^^iiT view. Members of an ijplawful 
assembly may have community of object only up to a certain 
point, beyond which they may differ in their objects and the • 
knowledge possessed by each member of what is likely to be 
committed in prosecution of their common object will vary, not 
only^ccording to the information at his command, but alsp 
according to the extent to which he sh^es the community of 
object, and as a consequence of this the eflfect of. section l49 
may be different on different members of the same unlawful 
assembly.’’ 
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We think that carrying ’out the learned Judge’s express 
intention, we may hold tl\at the use of spears by the members 
of the unlawful assembly can only saddle those three men who 
are said to have taken a proi?iinent part in the occurrence 
with the inevitable intention of committing an offence under 
section 326, Indian Penal Code. Beyond this we cannot go. 
But we chang® conviction on Saiyadulla, Kiamuddi and 
Asadulla to one under section 326 read with 1 19 and reduce 
their sentence to ten years’ rigorous imprisonment which will 
be under the provisions of section 59, Indian Penal Code, trans- 
muted to transportation for the same term. As regards Adil 
Mahomad, Faizulla, and Jabanulla, we agree with the Sessions 
Jud^ge that they were ringleaders in the occurrence and we see 
no reason to' interfere with the conviction and sentence in their 
case. With these modifications the appeal is dismissed. 

N. K. li. * Appeal dismissed. 

Several sentences modified, 

CRIMINAI. REVISION. 

Before Mr, Justice Brett and Mr. Justice Ryves. 

' ABDUL, RAUF Ml A and another. 

V, 

RAHAMUDDU. 

Criminal" Procedure Code (Ar/ V of 1S98)^ section 146 — Proceedings^ adjourn* 
ment sine die — Legality. 

It is not legal for a Magistrate to adjourn proceed ings^ under section 145 of 
the Criminal Procedure Code sine die, pending settlement of the tract under 
Regulation \ II of 1882. 

Proceedings under section 145 of the Criminal Procedure Co 5 e. 

Rule obtained by the 2 nd. party . 

The material facts appear from the judgment. 

Bahus Dasarathi Sanyal and Abani Bhusaii Mukher/ec^ for 
the Pfetitioners. 

The following judgment was delivered by 

Brett J. — We hav^ heard the learr^ed vakil in support of 
this Rule and nobody appearing to oppose it, we think it must be 
made absolute. 

The order of the Magistrate dated the 3rd April 1907, 
postponing, the proceedings under section 145 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure, sim die and at the same time retaining the 

^ Criminal Buie No. 611 of 1908 against the order of A. J. Lalve £sq.» 
District Magistrate of Faridpur, dated the 22ad February 1908, condrmiug that 
of MouWie Ahmadalla, Deputy Magistrate, dated the 3rd April 1907. # 
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property covered by those proceedings undej^ attachment, is an CBnii»AU 

order which he certainly had no jurisdiction to pass. Yhe . Jio8. 

reasons*given in the order itself for passing if are not in our 

opinion teuab>e. Tkere is nothing whatever to show that the r. 

estate or area in which the land in ‘dispute is situated is now . 

under settlement by the revenue authorities under the provisions 

of Regulation 7 of 1822, and even if it had been,^ the Deputy 

Magistrate dobs not appear to have followed the instructions 

contained in section 34 of that Regulation. ‘We hold that the 

reasons given for postponing the proceedings under section 145 

of the Code of Criminal Proceedure sine die are bad in law. We 

therefore make the Rule absolute, set aside the order of the 

Magistrate and direct him to proceed under section 145 of 4he 

Code of Criminal Procedure and conclude the prpceedings 

according to law, 

N. K. B. Rulejnadc absolute* 


Before Mr, Justice Sharfuddin and Mr* Justice Coxc. 

BHOM LAU CHOWDHURY 

• V. 

MR. R. F. HOPCROFT AND.oTHhi^s.^ • • 

European Bntmh subject — Criminal Procedure Code (Act V 0 / 16VS). sections 107, 

• 443 — Magistrate who mag inquire. ^ 

The cxpiesisiou iii‘iuire intcfor try any charge” ^in bcction 443 oEjhcCfcde 
of Ciiminttl I’roccclure applies to proceedings under section 107 of the Code. 

The party agam^ whom proceedings under section 107 of the Code of 
Criminal Procetlure are instituted* is m the position of an accused peison» 

^ Queen Fmpre^s. v. Mupasoddi Lai y) referred to 

Application for Revision by Mr. Hopcroft» ^ 

Proceeding under section 107 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 
The facts of the case and arguments appear sufficiently from * 
the judgment. • • 

Mr. Godfrey and BabtJ* Haraprasad Chatterjee fot thp 
Petitioner. • 

The judgment of, the Court was as follow.s : 

This is a Rule on the District Mgaistrate of Muzaflerpur to 
show c^se why the case should not be transferred from the file of 
the trying Magistrate to that of any other Magistrate competent * 
to trywthe same on the ground that the trying Magistra^^ had no 

* Criminal Revision No. 1077 of 10)8 against the proceedings instUnted 
under section 107, Criminal Procedure Code of Mr. Row lane}* Chandra, Deputy « 
Magistrate of HozaSerpur, dated the 2Sth August 1903. 

. (1) (1898) 1. lb. R. 21 AU. 107. 
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jurisdiction to inquire into the matter under section 443, 
Cftminal Procedure Code. 

Under section 443^ Criminal Procedure, Code, no Magistrate, 

' unless he is a Justice of the Peace, and (except in the case of a 
District Magistrate or Presidency Magistrate) unless he is a 
Magistrate of the first class and a European British subject, shall 
inquire int<#or try any charge against a European British subject. 

From the explanation submitted by the Magistrate, there is 
nothing to shov/ that the petitioner is not a European British- 
born subject, and we are told that the matter was not at all 
disputed. The question is whether the expression “ inquire into 
or try any charge ’’ applies to proceedings under section 107 or 
qot. 

" The party against whom proceedings under section 107, 
Criminal Procedure Code, are instituted, is in the position of an 
accused party and when he is bound over to keep the peace, his 
liberty is, to a very great extent, qualified. In Queen Empress v. 
Mtipasoddi Lai (i), it was held that a person against whom 
proceedings under chapter VIII qf the Code of Criminal Proce- 
dure hre being taken, is an “ accused person ” within the mean- 
ing of sect’on 437 of the Code. It appears from this case that 
the learned Judge who had tried it, followed Queen Empress v. 
Mona Puna (2), and Jhoja Singh v. Queen Empress {3). 

' Jf, therefore, the petitioner is an accused person, his case 
Certainly comes under section 443, Criminal Procedure Code, and, 
as a European British-born subject, he is enthled to claim that he 
should he tried by a Justice of the Peace or a District Magistrate 
or Presidency Magistrate, provided the Justice of the Peaces a 
Magistrate of the first class and a European British-born subject. 

In the above circumstances, we make the Rule absolute and 
difect that the District Magistrate do transfer the case to any 
Mjgistrate competent to try the petitioner. 

A. T. M. " made absolute. 

(1) (1898) 1. L. R. 21 All. 107. (2i(l892) 1. 1* R^ 16 Bom , 661. 

(8) (1896) I. L. R. 23 Calc. 493. 
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24 and 25 Viot. C* 104, Saa Charter Act, 

Act XVIII of 1860, Sm Judicial Officers Protection Act.^ 

X of 1869, See Rent Recovery Act. 

XLV of 1860, See Indian Penal Code. 

V of 1861, See Police Act. 

— HI of 1865, See Common Carriers Act, 

X of 1865, See Indian Succession Act. * 

— I of 1872, See Evidence Act, 

IX of 1872, See fhdian Contract Act. 

I of 1877, See Speoido Relief Act. 

- — 111 of 1877, See Registration Act. • 

— XV of 1877, See Limitation Act. '' 

XI of 1878, See Indian Arms Act. 

XVI II of 1881, See Central Province^ Land Revenue Act. 

XXVI of 1881, Negotiable instruments Act. 

IV of 1882, See Transfer of Property Act. 

XIV of 1882, See Civil Procedure Co<le. • 

VIII of 1885, See Bengal Tenancy Act. 

VIII of 1890, See Guardian and Wards Act. 

V of 1898, See Criminal troc^ure Code. ^ 

XI of 1898, See Central Provinces Tenancy Act*. 

VI of 1899, See Igdian Contract Act, Amendment Act. 

XI of 1893. See Central Provinces Tenancy Act. 

C ) VII of 1876, See Land Registration Act, ’ 

IX of 1880, See Bengal Cess Act. 

III of 1892, See Bengal Municipal Act, « 

AcCOUlltSi maintainabilitfj of— ‘Receiver appointing teheildar^ Agents and 

$uh-agent — Indian Contract Act (IX of 1S7C), Sec9, 191^ 192, ^ 

A suit for account is not raaintainablh by the owner against a teheitdar who was 
appointed by a Receiver to his estate. . 

The tehsildar (defendant?) is a sub-agent under the Receiver wh(f may be 
regarded as the agent of the princ’.pal (plaintiff) and as sub-agent h^is liable 
to render accounts to the ^leceiver and not to the principal, Jotindra 

^ Karain Achaija Chowdliury Bajendra Eisbore Das 

property, purchase of, by prior atfd puisne mort- 
gagees— Tenante settled by prior mortgagee, right of, See Redemption, 
ri^t of ... ••• ••• ••• •••, § • ••• 

AcerstiOII — Ternu of holding accreted land- * ^ 

The person to whose land the accretion is formed is entitled to hold the , 
Mxsreted land on the eame term* as that by which the land to which It 1* an 
iMcretionl* held. XU^ah Akx/m Ali Bhviyft ' ' ••• 
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Accreted land to be held under ,iyhat terms, See Accretion ... ... 8^1 

Adjoamment of proceedings Sine iie% legalitjr of — Settlement, See Criminal 
Procedure Code, Sec. 146 €^. ... .•• ••• 

Admillietratioil— hond^Adnf,im*trator, fnyid of^Sv^*etie» ne'ther 
parties to rwr cognisant of fraud-^Mkappropriation—Diecovery of fraud — Can* 
oellat ion and fresh grant of Liters of Administration-* Assignment of bond to 
new Administrator— Sureties^ liability of. 

A surety to an administration bond is liable under it eve i though it 
subsequently transpires tfiat the Letters of Administration were obtained by 
fraud and are revoked on that ground. Debendra Nath Dutt f- The 
Administrator General of Bengal 

fi^^ rn\ nn\yA\itj—D>istaU—RegiHtration Act (III of 1S77), Sec. 17 cl. {d)— Non- 
occupancy raiyat — Accretion — Bengal Alluvion and Dilucion Itegulation (XI of 
1825), Sec. 4 cl. (/). 

An unregistered dasiah which merely allows the plaintiff to take posses- 
sion of the land and to cultivate it, is not a lease for an-y ternr* exceeding 
one year, or a lease fronv year to year or. a lease reserving a yearly rent, 
within the meaning of cl. (d) /^f section 17 of the Registration Act, and is, 
therefore, admissible in evidence. Ahmed Bepari v Toki Mahomed ••• 
Adoption 0 ^ pedigree by other, member— Maker not examined — Admissi- 
bility, See Pedigree 

Affidavit, i/ necessary — Facts stated in judgment. ‘ 

Ptfi* il/ooW/M /.—Where the facts in a petition to the High Court appear 
‘ . sufficiently from the judgments of the lower Courts, no affidavit need 

be died. Mussamut Kariman A H. Forbes 
Agent and sub agent — Receiver appointiug tehsiUlar — Indian Contract Act, 

Sees: 191, 192, See Accounts, suit for .. ... .• » 

Alienation— Junior member— Grantee’s estate, nature of. See Babooana 
grant ... . • ... ... ...^ 

of a poition without legal necessity— -Consent of the then rever- 


638 


447 


308 


114 


124 


sioners, See Hindu Widow 

. without legal necessity — Consent of next reversioners, having 


limited interest-* Estate, nature of, taken by alienee, jSre Hindu 
law — Widow ... ... ... ... — ••• 

— , unauthorised— Duratloo—E.\tinction of widow’s title. See 


HlndowVidow ... ... ^ ... .. 

I., I . ■■■f^voUintary— Forfeiture— Right of * *re-entry, See Grant, cons- 


truction of 

AUotmontl— Braving lots— Civil Proceilure Code, Sec, 398, See Partition 
Suit ... ... ... ... ... 

AnoOBtral land— Father reversionary heir — Evidence, See Onus 
Appoil by plaintiff and defendant— Ejectment, Suit for. non -maintain-^ 
ability— Nature of tenancy— Procedure, See Suit ... ,,, 

pendency of, in suit iw ejectment and mesne profits — Suit for rent 

for period befqire suit for ejectment, if barred, Set Civil Procedure Code, 

Sees. 12 and 13 

Judgment net in accerdnnee with award— Civil Procedure Code, Sec, 522. 

Section of the Cpde of Civil Procedure dess not allow an append oe 
the ground that the judgment is in exoess of the award but only on the 
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grouad that the decree is so. BdUtry Sdllr^* XriBhlUt B6li|Ty 

^ Sen • • ’ • • ••• ^ **' 

Appliffltion to refer to arbitratioiii if to be inutle by dll paitlcs to suit, 

^CiWl Pfbcednrc Ooie, Sec. 506 * ... ... ... 2U4 

Arbitration, reference to — Diff<^ncc of 'opinion, no : provision for — Civil ^ 
Procedbre Code, Sec, 609, Award ... ... 

Arms, conducting search for — Judicial dut}— Judicial Ol^^crs Protection 

Act, Sec. See House Search ... ... ^ ... ... 75 • 

AweMment—Jhiim cultivation — Settled estate, limits of, Sfo Regulation 

111 of 1801 ... ... ... ... ’ ... r* ^36 

Attorney —Appearance for lx)th p.artics—Appc.’iranoe for plaintiff in the 
name of firm — ^olo partner— Appearance (or defendant In personal 
capacity — Improper behaviour, S<‘^ Contempt of Court ... ... 1C5 

AuctiOn'pnrchftSOr oxooution of decree against transferee of occupancy 
holding, if representative— Deereo for rent against ^eco^lo<l tenan,*;, Sm ^ 

Civil ProcedurocCo'le, 8eo 2t4 .. ... ».» ' >•* 327 

Award — Judgment not in accordance — Civil Procctiurc Ccxie, .Sec 6.2, S^b , 

Appeal ... ... ... ... ... ... 

^ ■■ — — ^ Vnanimoyt — Arhitrat \on^ refer^rtoe to — Difference of opinion^ no proviiion 
/or^Ciril Procedure Codc^ See. S()9-- Validity. 

When the arbitrators have given an* unanimous award, tlic award is not 
a nullity because no provision has been ma<lc in the order of referento for a 
contingency that bos never arisen, rn, that the arbitrators ,;niglit have 
differcil. Bepin Behary Sen r. Krishna Bebary Seii ' •*. ^ ’ 476, 

Ayautuka Rtridh an —Daughter’s son if preferable heir to rival wife's son 
% — Dayabhaga, vcrhcs 32 and 33 ami ‘of the rival wife' interpolation^ 

Srtf Himlu f>aV — ShcbaitsWp ... •• t» * ••• 359 

Babooana grant ff tincPHtr<d proiwct^j — Grantee s estate^ nature of — Custom — Burden 
of proif — Partj^ton. — Babooana grants nature of. ^ 

Per curiam — Laiide<l property acquired by a grand.father and distributed among 
his sons docs not by such gi ft becomq^ their Belf-ac<|uire«l property* so as to onablo them 
^ dispose of it to tlic prejmlioe of the grandsons. 

A Babooana gi^nt of ancestral property by the owner of an /mpartible estate to 
enure for the benefit not only of a junior member of the family but of his male 
descendants in the direct line does not loose ias ancestral character by the grant. It 
does not become sclf-aoiuired pr.iperty^ln the hands of the grantee or his direct male 
descendants. Hence the other meriibers of the family liavc* the rights in it lyhich they 
catl claim under the Mitabshara law, tint is, the right to restrain alienation except in 
cases of legal necessity and the right to claim partition : and the'^original grants has 
DO power to dispose of tSfe property by Will. 

The custom which operates in the case of the Raj itself docs not apply to g 
Babooana grant without the requisite proof which is necessiry in such cas^ The 
borden of proof lies upon the person seeking to establish the particular custom and 
to take this out of the ordinary category of Hindu faidily property. ’ 

iVr BreU 4 — A Babooana grant is made to a junior m^bUier of the 
family and to his descendants in the male line for their maintenance ’ The 
grant is not of a portion of landcxl property to pay off a bertaln *6xed sum ’ 
of mo^ey which the grantee is entitled to claim on aocoa^t of bis mainten* 
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ibooana grant ~( Contd:) 

»Doe from the Baja, bnt it is a gr^^t for the maintenance of the grantee and 
bii male descendants so lone as there are any. Laliteswar Singh v. 
Bliabeswar l^ngh 

■ — , meaning of, See Babooana gr?nt.., ( I*,. 

^Beneficial Owner' if entitled to app>y, See Civil Procedure Code, 

&ec.8X0A ... ... ... ..." 

Bengal Alluvion and pelnvion Begnlation, 

S holding. See Non«oocapancy raiyat ... 


124 
n24 

305 

Seo. 4 (1) — Accretion to 

637. 638, 641 


Bengal Cess Act* 4V^C07Uract in contravention of — Landlord and^enure^holder—^ 

* Bilmokhta^ — Perpetual mofiarari lease, oofistruction of — Cess, imposition of addU 
tional — Liability — Deed, construction of, rule of — Contracts, construction of, rule of. 
It is open to the zemindar and the tenure-holder to contract themselves out of the 
provisions of section 41 of the Bengal Cess Act, 

' The word ‘ Bilmokhta ’ means, according to agreement, stipulated, fixed, or 
eonsolklated; ^ 

Under a pcrpetval mokarari lease a tenure-holder 8tipulatedf,to pay Rs. 1,586 as 
the total amount of rent inclusive of abwabs and cesses during the whole period of 
the continuance of the tenancy. It contained the following word “ yeh Sab Samil usi 
pundrah sao panohasi rupea men hai ‘ bdm^lihta : ’ 

Held, that the tenant undertook to pay the whole of the cesses which were levied 
at the time of contract, inclusive of the share payable by him under the statute as also 
the share the burden of which would otherwise ha'*'' to be borne by the landlord 
himself. If any.additional cess is imposed or if the amount of cess is increased, the 
incitjence of the new bujden i| regulated according to the statute. 

' When an exemption is claimed from statutory liability, the contract under i which 
exemption is claimed, must be stribtly construed against the claimant and it must 
appear fr<vp its terms, beyond the possibility of any dispute, that the parties intended 
to vary the ifabiltiy as imposed by<ll|e statute. The rule is specially applicable where 
exemption is claimed from exaction imposed by the State 

Tte construction to be placet! on a deed ought to be such as v< III render it reason- 
able rather than unreasonable and will make it just to both the parties rather than 
unjust to one of them. ' ■ ^ 

In t\je construction of contracts. Courts may look not only to the 
language employed but to the subject-matter and the surrounding circum- 
itanoes,' and may avail themselves of the same light ^vhich the parties 
' possessed wh^ the contract was ma<le'; but this may be done only with a 
view to interpr^ the contract and not to oontradicjlj^it. Mohanutld Sahay 

^ tr. Saidannessa Bibi ... ... ... 525 


Bengal Municipal Act Sees, 400, 40S^ 409-^0 fficers who should inspect bustee or 
submit report — Oeneral Committee, power of — 8ub'Comm\*tee''s potoer to sasiction 
, amendment of the original plan — Boad, dettection of ^Scheme to effect necessary 
improvement — Notice — Owners, duty of, 

section 406 of the Calcutta Municipal Aot, an inspection of the bustee in 
whioh the premises belonging to 4he ‘petit inner are situate, was made and a standard 
plan was prepared otM* report of a Medical Officer, an officer of the ^orporaHon and 
an Engineer who was not an officer. 

AM, that th« plan wa, not bad to law. The wetion doe, not require that 
Snitoeer dtoiUd b, a permanrat Mnnioipal Offioer. . 
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Bengal Municipal Act--Cimt4i ) 

Under section 408 of tRo CalcuttA Municipal^ct a notice \ras served upon all the 
owners of land of a One of the owners objected to a certain proposed road in 

the standanl plan going in a certain direction, on which the Sub-comnfittoo decided 
that the roa5 be dcffbctiyl and the standard plan thus motlifiiHl was approveti by the 
OeneraljCommittce. The perttioner w’aa then served with a notice under ■QCt4on 408 
to carry out the iinprovenKiits acconling to the standard plan so modiflcHl, but was 
prosecutetl for non-coniplianoc. • 

//r/rf, that the petitioner was not cntiilcHl to a frcajj notice with regartl to the 
deflection of the road in onier to urge her objeot|ons to the deflection before the 
General Comraittco. 

The law contemplates that all persons intercstotl will bo present l>eforo the Sub- 
committee and will present not merely their own objections to the Hchemo but alpQ^ ^ 

any objection which they may have to any modi float ion of Uic sheme on the obje^ions 
raised by others. • # ^ 

It 18 not impossible that tlic <leflci'tion of the roa<l nufy be an improvement on the 
original plan, but that in itself is not sufHeient under the law to invalidate the procoetl- 
ings of the General Coiniiiittec if the whole scheme waic one calculate<UU) effect a 
necessary improvement in the land covered by the bhjtft't* 

The Calcutta Mtinioipal A'*t givcT the General Committee full discretion to 
proceol either under section tO(J oi umler section 409. 

The Sub-committee has pj^wer uii<!»*r the Calcutta Municipal Act to 
sanction any amendment of the oiigiiial plan even though it be* merely to 
avoid cxpicnso and not for the pin pose of im|>ioving the Srimatl ^ 

Alarmani Dasi »• The Corporation of Calcutta . * 597 

r , '^ce K‘l — Kngineer— Oiliecr — Standard plan, 

Bengal Mi^niotpal .^t, Secs 400, 4')6, 109 ... , «••. ;i07 

The Bengal, N- W- P and Assam Civil Courts Act. Srm. iij {'i)~-Tran*fer 

of appeal to A<l(ht latuil JJtut net J udf/e. 

Under seetimis 9 ami 2i? (2) of Act XII of 18^7, the Dihtiict Judge has** 
junvhction to transfer to the Ad litioiial DiHtnet .Judge any nmit or appeal 
transferred by him «>rigmallv to a .^iil^irdin.ite Judge and then withdrawn. 

Pandit Rakhal Chandra Tewari r. The Secretary of State (or India 

*in Council .. ... ... 34 

Bengal Tenancy Act. Obajj. X—ltecor4 of nfihtn-^^Xltfeatian of £niriet — Hcgular i 
HUit^ inaxntatnnh'dUij of—ftpecuA procedure — Sece, 106, 108. 

No regnUr suit can be m liritained for the alteration and correction* of 
entries in a pMJord of ri^ihis. The special proccslure in sectiomi 100, 108 of ^ 

the Bengal Tenancy Act must be followed. Jogendra Kkth Roy f. 

Krfthna Pramada Dasi ... . . ... 322 

, Sec 6 (.3) — Area excec<Jing 100 bighag— Presumption* 

orebuttable* See Ejccluient, suit for ... ... ... 533 

22 — * Or oth^rwUe '-fp^Ejusdem generis — Mortgage lien^ , 

• if 9ub*i$t«. ^ • 

The wordi * or otherwise * in seotioa 22 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, matt be 
oonstmed * Bjmdem generis/ and do not include the cage of a bolding reverting to the 
landlord on the failore of the tenant's heirs* 
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Bengal Tenancy Act--iContd,) 

In such a case# the lien of a moflgagee to whom the tenant had mort- 
^ged the holding, does not subsist, Mukfakeshl Dasi v, Palin Behary ^ 

• Singh ... ^ ... ... ... ... 

Bengal Tenancy Act, Sac. SS — Sub'dlvUion o/ holding — Rig^Us of fmrcha$er — * 
Landlord's title not questioned. r 

Where the landlord’s rights are not questioned and ho does not appear in 
the suit, a transferee of a shai^ of a holding may maintain a suit against per- 
^ns who claim under an inferior title, even though .they may set up a re- 
cognition by the landlord. Gour Kaibarta Srimati Tarajan Bibi .. 161 

i.i , Sec. 120 — Proprietor’s private land — Absence of '' 

evidence of khas possession — Area exceeding 1^0 bighas — Presumption, 
rebuttable. See EJectmen^, suit for ... ... ... .. 633 

* ~ — ^ Sec, 153 — Second appeal — Plea that plaintiff was not 

owner during the whole of the per^iod the rent claimed — Amount of rent annualhj 
payable. • • 

In a suit for rent, tfic defendant pleaded that the plaintiff was ^ot, during the 
whole of th^ period for which the rent wasclalmetl, the owner of all the lands included 
in the tenancy, as his interest in apportion had been sold at a sale under the Public 
Demands Recovery Act : “ 

Held, that a decision of the question thus raised was a question relating 
to the amount of rent aiTnimlly payable, and an appeal lay against the decree 
under Sec, 153 of ^he Bengal Tenancy Act. Sasi Bhusail Rudra v. 

cBeni Madbab Samanta .. ... ... 519 

' l^ilmdkbta ’ meaning of*See ETcngal Gess Act, Sec 41 ... ... 625 

Burden Uf proof — Plaintiff alleging .defendant a tenant-at-will, See Eject- 
ment, suit for ... ... ... ... ... ... 613 

' c 

■ r — fjustom, See Baboo^na giant ... ... ... 124 

' " - ■ ■■ ■ ■ — -Kabuliat unfairly obtained. See Undue influence ... 135 

Bustce improvement — Notice — Objection — General Committee — Sub-Com- 
mittee, See Bengal Municipal Act, Secs 400, 400, 409 .. ... 607 

Central Provinces £and Revenue Act, 152 — Gockur and common 

lands — Oaontui, a proprietor — Ejectment, suit for, 

Goohur lands cannot be classed in the same category as common laT^ds. 

A Oaontia of a Government village in the Sambalpore District is a pro- 
.prietor and is eptitled to bring an action'm ejectment. Pnrkbit Panda 

1 % Ananda Gaontia ... ... 'll6 

Central Provinces Tenancy Act. Seo. 2^10, — Holding of a survey 
number, See Entry '• ... ... ... ... 

, Sec. 40, Sub-Seo 3 — Sub-lease by a 

non-ocoupanoy ryat, See Ejectment ... ... ... 150 

CertiflOA^d gnardian— Appointment of another as next friend by C’ourt 

— Irregiilarity, See Civil Pr&edure Code, Secs 440, 443 ... ... « 31 

CeSSi additional, imposition of — Perpetual mokarari lease — Liability to be 

regulated by StAut^, Bengal Cess Act, Sec 41 ... ... 626 

Charter Act, 8^ 16~Civil Procedure Code, Seo. 622--lien*^ RecoVery 

Act, §eo. 153— Revision where appeal lies. See High Court ... 43 

dvU Court’s jurisdiction when ousted, See Jurisdiction ... 116 
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CHtU PrOCAdure Coddi exhaoBtire, Sw Judraent^ lo«i of ••• #81 

■ " I f SS(*c*#, JS and 13 — lift-jJSuUa — ^ 

smU Jor. • 

• A {wrc^aaecl a tenure at a sale for arrears of rent, and some time aTter, ierved a 
notice upon B, an under tenure-holder,* under section 167 of the Bengal Tenancy Act, 

A thenaucil to eject B and t<f reoorer mesne profits. The Court made a decree Cor 
ejectment an<l allowc*! mesne profits from the date of the service of notice under section 
167. B preferred an appeal. During its pendency, A su8<l B for rent for the perlc^ 
between tht date of his purchase aitd the date of the sersice of notice : 

^ ITeld^ (1) that the suit was not barreti under section 12 of the Civil Procedure 
Code ; 

(2) that tho suit was not barrotl under section l.% Civil Procc*lnro Code, 
as A could not join claims for rent an<l mesne profits in the previous suit. ^ _ 

Naffar Chander Pal Chowdhury Munshi Mahomed Eaynn ... SOS 

13. JCj'vI, II. — Matter* — Subject matter naed not ha tama-^ 

Pent Suit — Kxpartc decree. 

A Buetl B for rent fora certain period and obtained an exparte decree which was 
cxecutcil. A then sued B for rent for a subscijucnt periRd ; B took as tlefonce that he 
was entitled to credit for sums winch lie allegf<l horl been paid before the flrst suit 
was brought, and credit for which ought to have been aUowcd in that suit. 

Heldy that this <lefcncc was not open to B ns he might and ought to have taken 
it in the former suit. 

Explanation II to section 13 of the TikIo of Civil Prooc<lure does not lay 
down that the issue an<l the subject matter of the two suits must bo , 
the same but that the matter tlircctly * and substantially at issutf 
,must have l>ccn directly and substantially ' at issue in the previous 
8uit. It 18 not nccessYy matter of the two suits s(^ould 

be the same and that the mitter of the satjac^juent should^avtf been 
hoard or have been finally deeidc<i by a competent Court in the former 

suit Jamadar SiQ^h e Seraj addin Ahammad Chowdhrj S2 

- ' — — , Sec 44{a), leave under — 

Section 44^n) of the Civil Provc<lure Cofle substantially follows one of 
the rules (O XVIII, r 2) of the Supreme Court in hingland and wasifntended 
for the protection of the defendant. The defendant may by His conriuct 
waive the benefit of that rule. Satish Chandra Mullick r. Ashmffadlii 

Ahmad ... ^ ... i9a 

— — Sec 5 nature and reri/ication of plaU\t^. 

A plaint signed by the Collector and a pleader, who is not the Govern- 

• ment pU-arler but whS generally acts for Government, but verified by the^ 

Collector and the Oojemment plea<lcr, is properly signed and verified on be- 
half of the Secretary of State, even though it was sfgncxi and presented at a 
Sub-division, where the Government p'eoder does not ordinarily practise. 

Pemdit Bakhal Chandra Tewari r. The Secretary of State for India 

in Council ... ... 84 , 

" , 50, 63, 138 — Documents when f/j ^s JUed^Seeond appeal^ 

Emmeotik eater tUe of discretion — dril Procedure Code, SeL 684 . , 

It is not obligatory on the plaintiffs, unless they are oall^ upon to do %o, to pro* 
dace documents which are n<^ such as ought to have bemi produced in Court when 
the plaint was presen^jed* 
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Ci^l Procedure Code— ^ ^ 

^ It is for the Odbrt of first instance to d^ide Whether the documents which ought 
to have been mentioned in the cjiginal list, or ought to have been produced earlfer, 
were not so pfodnced for good and' sufficient reasons^ ^ • 

Section 138 of the Code of Civil Procedure .was enacted to prevent fraud by the 
late prodbotion of suspicious documents, and not to shn^ out formal evidence beyond 
suspicion such as certified copies of public documents or records of judicial proceed^ 
ings. . • 

When a subordinate Cour4 has refused in the Erroneous exercise of ii^ 
discretion to receive documentary evidence which ought to have been 
accepted, the High Court has power to interfere under section 584 of the 
Civil Procedure Code. Talewar Sing Bhagwan Dass ... ... 147 

, Sec. 80 — Service of notice^ if 'proper — Service on the outer-door 

ofdhe office. • 

Affixing a notice to the outor-do<fr of the office in which the person to 
whom the notice was addresse?! works ns an employee, is not a good service 
under section 80 of the Code of Civil Procedure Annada Krishna Bey 

• Jogendra Nath*Dey ... 204 

, — ,1- . — Sees, 108, *591 — Itvle discharged hy Ihgli Court — District 

Judge — Power to re-open question — Order setting aside exparte deeree— Appeal, if 
open to attach in- Petition to I/tgh Court, ^ 

' An erparte decree was set aside under section lOS pf the Code of Civil Procedure 
by the Munsifi, A rifle to set aside this order was discharged by the High Court. 
Sujjscqnently on sppeal fwm the final decree, the District Judge set it aside on the 
greund tHht the order under section 108 Was not proper. 

Held, the District Judge had no jirt*isdiction to consider the propriety of the order, 
after the disoliarge of the rule by the High Court. 

Held further*: — Hi was not open to Jhe plaintiff to challenge the validity 
of the order in an appeal against t^e final decree. Section 591 of the Code 
of Civil P|;pC(Hlure, has no applicition to such a case, Mussamut Kailman 

^ « A H. Forbes ... ... ... 308 

. ... - — , Sec. 13S, object of — FornUtl evidence, See Civil 

Procedure Code, Secs. 69, 63, 138 ... ... ... ... 1-17 

— “ — Sec. 244 — liepresentative — Auction-purchaser ai sale in execu- 
tion of decree against transferee of occupancy holding — Decree against recorded 
* tenant, 

The purchaser an auction hold in execution a decree against the 
unregistered ftransferee of an occupancy holding is a ‘ representative’ of the 
. recorded tenant within the meaning of section 241, Civil Procedure Code, 
and ia entitled to apply for the. setting aside of a sale in execution of a rent 
decree against the recordeil tenant, on the gronnd of fraud, Haradhan 

Rakshit r. Garish Chandra Makherji ... ,,327 

— r » Sections ^^^244, 280 — Mortgage decree — Section 244, apqdicahhity 

of- . 

Per Mooherjee -Sajcyon 244 of the Civil Procedrue Code has no ap- 
plication to a oas^ where the judgment-debtor tries to set aside the effect of 
of the deotee itself. In j|he case of a mortgage decree, the decree itself 
directs the sale of the property and if objection is taken that the property 
QMWOt be sold because it belonged not to the jndgml^nt-deb|or but to a * 
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Ciril Proeedure (M^-^CoiUd,) 

party who U a stranger to the* suit, the propriety of* the deoree is oalled in 
questien. A qaestion of this desoription must he triec^in a regular euit and 
no^in the^ecution prooeediags which are based on the assumption that th^ 
decree is a good and ^Ud decree. Shib TAlrahaTt BlUikEt Srinutti 

• * Taraim^ixii D««i ... ... * 80 

— • '■ » See. 3 20 A — Beneficial owner ^ if entitled ie ajtjtl^^*Per$on 

whose property has been sold.' • 

A benehcial* owner is entitled to apply under aeotion SIOA for the setting 
aside c^f a sale in execution of a deoree for money against the benamidar. 

He is a person whose property has been sold under the decree. Babuxam 

Mandar r. Bam Sahai Sahoo ... ... 306 

' ' , Sec. 376 — Trustee applying to alter judgment so as ^ 

to defeat his own action — Breach of trust — Oom promise .not bona fide « 

and not lawful ... ... ... «... ... ^ ... 830 

, Sec. 396 — Allotinents — Drawing lot3, See TaAitlon 

suit ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 621 

^Sections 440, 44 Hr presentation of minor plaint Zeare o/ 

Court — Oertijicuted guardian not appointed — Compromise — Court to decide if for 
benrjit of minors. * 

Where the mother of a minor is allowed by the Court to act for her son, it is a fair 
inference that she was appoint<K^ guanlian by the Court, eved though there is no 
formal order in the record, so appointing her* • 

Where the Court acta in contravention of Section 443, Cigil Procedure Co<le and 
overlooking the claims of the certificated guardian appoint/ somebody else gudlrdiai:^ 
of ^he minor, it is a mere irregularity. • 

^ven though there be no order which states in so many terms, that tl^e 
Court has considered the compromise and held it tc^be for the benciy^of Hhc 
minor, it must be assumed, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, that 
the Court did its dgty in the matter Midnapore Zemindari Ck>> Iid< V* 

Gobinda Mahto ... ... * si 

, Sec. 461, objecifof — Joint brothers cannot be sureties 

one of another»Mitakshara family, See Managing member of j^int Hindu 

family •... ... ... ... • ... 256 

— , See. 462— Court's duty tn granting leave— ‘Compro%nise—» 

Certificated guardian if to take permission of Judge — Guardian «ynd Wards Act 
( vm of 2890)^ Sec. 29—Ilecisog — SuU to set aside decree^ if mai^lainable — Fraud 
— Vatuation — Jurisdiction. • 

A compromise of a suit is notone of the acts contemplateJ in section 29, of the 
Guardian and Wa/ds ^ct ; hence a certificated guardian can compromise a salt 
without obtaining the sanction of the District Judge. The statutory provision for 
safe*ggarding the interests of minors in suits is contained in section 4^2 of the 
Code%f Civil Procedure. * , 

The Court in sanctioning a compromise on behalf of an infant nnder section 462 
of the Code of Civil Procedure, should record the fact tbg •application waa made 
to it by the nelt friend or guardian, that the terms of tbe cotnproipfse were consi* 
dered by it, and should in terms state that tbe qnesUon whether the oonspromlse 
was for t^e benefit of the infant was considered. Prom the mere fact that the Court 
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Civil Procedure Code— 

pused the deduce in accordance with ttie compromise, it can not be inferred that 
any of those steps preliminaryj^nd necessary to the making of the decree h^ been 
taken by the Court. ^ . • 

Where a decree is passed on adjudication, no seperate suit lies to set aside the 
decree except on the ground of fraud, but where it is passed simply upoir a compro- 
mise, a suit lies upon grounds other than that of fraud. 

, Where the minors were defendants represented by their mother and guardian, in 
the original suit as also in the review petition, and the application for review was dis- 
charged with the express direction that the applicant’s proper remedy was by way 
of suit and not by way of review, a suit by the minors through a new next friend, 
their mother and former guardian ad litem being impleaded as a defendant, lies 
• to set aside the decree on grounds other than that of fraud. 

• Where the plaintiflPs'valued their claim in the Munsiff’s Court at Rs. 600, 
and isgue was^ taken on^ the point, (which if decided in favour of the 
defendant would haye ousted the Munsiff’s jurisdiction), but nq^ evidence 
was adduced there was no waiver of jurisdiction and the High Court can 
interfere* on second appeal. Biku Halwal t*. Mokesh Halwai ••• 266 

, Seo, 462— Leave of Court, if to he exprete — Presumption — 

Compromise decree token to he set aside. 

In order that a Compromise may be binding upon a minor, the leave of the Court 
must be express, ijnd further it must be arrived at upon the exercise of judicial 
discretion as to fhe propriety of the compromise in the interests of the minor, 

* WJiero n decree was ^passed without any judicial enquiry or finding as to whether 

* the compromise was for the benefit of the minor, although a formal order of Sanction 

to file the compromise petition was given to an Official of the Court who acted as 
the minor'*8 guardian ad litem : '■ 

Held, that the decree was inoperative. 

When the Cotirt permits a compromise, it must be presumed in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary that it gave due consideration to the matter. 

Although in appeal a decree made upon a compromise in a suit in which j 

a minor was a party would be held to be invalid as against a minor, it 
could nlSt, after it** had become final and been acted upon, be ^ set aside, 
unless Jt were shown to be prejudicial to the minor. Krislllia Porsliad ^ 

Roy V- Romesii dmnder Mandol — 274 

■ — — Secs, 462^ 624, 629—jReeir't^ order on, if can be questioned in 

appeal from final decree— Guardian of niinor applying to refer to arbitration—^ 

L^ee or consent of Court if necessary. 

Under section 629 of the Code of Civil Procedure, it open to the appellant 
jon the appeal from the final decree, to take objection to the order passed on the 
application for review. 

A Jrdge (not being a Judge of the High Court, other than a Judge 
who delivered the judgment, has no jurisdiction to grant an application 
for review on the •gioaiid that no leave or consent of the Court under 
aeotion 462 of the Code of Civil Procedure 4iad been given to the guardian 
md lit^^ to refer the matter in dispute between the parties to the suit to 
wtritnuoik AMi Ada XriahaA Dey «. Jogvndxa ir»th Say 
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CiFil Proeadnr* 

- ■ . 8*0. i09 — ApfUtaiiomJif te he mad* »y att partif* to tult. • 

SAihi* — Such leave or oonaent ot the Coort to tie Application by ail 
tha partieMv jefer thj mattor to aijiitration is not necessary under section 
462 of the Code of Civil Prooedure. KriahlUt Day v. Jogendim 

• * Hath Day ... ... * m 

■ , Sec. 609— ^Arbitration, reference to— Difference of 

opinion, no provision for, Award ,, ... * ,,, 4T5 , 

— 2 , Sec. 52:? — Judgment not in accordevioc with awarti. 

Appeal ... ... .. 476 

— - , 56? — Tfewflitd — Pretiminary pointy what is — Liability for 

compensation — Amoynt of damages 

Where by renaon of the ciecinion on one or more of the issues recorded In the case* 
there has been no necessity for the consideration of the other issues, the suit wns 
dismisse<l on a pidiminary point The appellate C6urt finding that ^tho issu^ consi> 
dered were wrongly dochiptl and the suit wrongly dismisse<l, ^roanded the case for 
the disposal of the suit after consideration of the remaining issues : 

Tleld^ the suit was properly remantio<l under scctIon^r>C2. * • 

There were two questions in the case j*//., the liability of the dcfemlant to com 
pensate the plaintiffs, and the amount of damages. The Court of first instance held 
the plaintiffs were not entitlc<l to damages and disraisseti the sui^ on this preliminary 
point. On appeal, the Court of appeal held the plaintiff was entitled to damages and 
remtindc<l the suit for ascertainment of damages : 

Held, the remand was proper. Salim Sheikh r. Nasir Khhn ... . lO^. 

I — , See. 684 — Discretion, erroneous exercise of — Docn* * 

Vicntary evidence. Sec Tivil Prooedure Co<le, Secs. 59, 63. 188 ... 147 

-• , SfK5.» 591 — Order setting aside ex parte decree, valJs 

dity of, if can be qucstione<l in appeal from flm^l <lecree. See CTvil Pro- 
cedure ’Code, Seal. 108, •'>91 ... ... ... ,,, 308 

— , See, 595 — Finals Remand or der'-^ Decision of issue goierning 

^ the case— cleave to appeal to pricy yOouncil, • 

The purchaser of a putni, which was sold for its own arrears^ suerl the defendants 
for kh'ts possession the ground that they were trespassers after annulment of their 
incurabranoes by notices duly issued under section 107 of the Bengal Tenancy Act. The 
Coort of first instance dismissed the suit on^he ground that the plaintiffs failed to 
prove that the notices were du^y^ /Ssuod and served. The appella^ Court took the 
opposite view, bolding that the notices had been properly served and remanded the 
caSe for the trial of other fssues : * 

• ® 

JTeldt that though the order purported to be only an order of remand, 

yet as the iH>pellate Court reversed the decision of the first Coort upon an , 

issue vrhicb governed the whole case, the decree of the ajjpellate Court is a • *- 
final Hecree within the meaning of section 696 of the Code of Civil • 

Prooedure. Bi^AbalA Bebi N olTar Chunilar Oiowdbi^ry 

AiAid a GopaJ^GoMain r. Hailer Chiindar Pal Cbowdbiupy/ ... 168 

— — j Sec. 622 — Charter Act, Sec. 16— Rent Beoovery Act, 

8 co. 163 — Berisioo where appeal lies, See High Court ♦' ... ... • 43 

^ Sec. aas^Befereoee Oollector to Civil Conrt-I 
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dTil Proeedore Code— 

^ Jurisdiction of High Court,, Land Begfstration Act, Secs. 42, 48, 
52,65 . ... 

II I , Sec. 622— Other remedy open— High Cnrt’s powei 

of,intcrference, 8fie Land Regigtratlon Act* Secs. 42^^, 62, 65 ,, 

Common Cftrriers Act— Notice of S^it when to be given, See Steamship' 
Company - ^ ... 

* Common Law, right of member to inspect books of the Corporation, See 
Corporation ... ... 

Compromise, Court’s duty in ’’sanctioning — Minors a party, See Civil Pro-*’ 
cedure Code, Sec 462 ,. .. ^ 

" f Minor, benefit of — Court not stating the facts, See Civil 

‘ Procedure Code, Secs. 440, 44S 

petition of, affecting immovable property exceeding Rs. 100 
in vfilue— Cr<’’minal proceedings, withdrawal of — Order not incorpora- 
ting terms of petition, See Evidence, admissibility of ... , 

■' ■ ' ■" by trustee, not bona fide — Trustee giving up rights under 

decree— Breach of trust, See Trustee, suit by 

— Minor — Certificated guardiaiv— Sanction of District Judge 

if necessary. See Civil Procedure Code, Sec. 462 
" ' " ~ I I . I II , If binding on minor— Formal' order — “ Benefit of minor” 

no judicial enquiry as to, See Civil Procedure Code," Sec. 462 

__ ^ when binding on minor— Leave of Court to be express— 

^ Judicial discretion, (Sfe<?..0ivil Procedure Code, Sec. 462 
C01L8id6ratl011 — Avoiding legal proceedings. See Reversioners ... 

Coil8tal)l6, special, appointment of, when to be made. See Police Act, 
Sees. IV, J9 ... ... 

, special — Refusal to serve — Prosecution- 


245 


245 


192 


103 


266 


31 


90 


230 


266 


274 


274 

458 


66 


66 


-Riot or disturbance of 

the public peace— Ordinary police force, sufficient— Procedure, Sw Police " 

Act, Secs. 17, 19 

Contempt of Court— behaviour — Appearance for both pariiee — Attorney- 
^ Tirm — Sole partner. 

An attorney who in the name of a firm of which he was the sole^partner appeared 
on behalf pf the plaintiff, also appeared in his own personal capacity for the defen- 
dants. 

JETefd, that he was guilty of contempt ot Opnrt and of improper 
behaviour, and must be suspended. JTn the matter of Lawrence Wilson .. 165 

Contentions suit— Mortgage suit— Suit for sale on mortgage, See Lis- 

... .. ... ,, 153 

Con^gent righit, decUration of euitfor, if maintainable^Specifio Belief Act 
Kl of im\ nation 42. 

Pot eurUm —A person cannot sue for a declaration of his legal right 
‘ unless he has an existing right, an6 a mere contingent right which may 
never ripen into an 4Uitiial existing right is not sufficient to ground an 
Mtion for a declaration that the defendant has no right of suocession to the 

property. ^nmnrendra dlandra Bob Bannan Bara Thaknr n. 

Birendra Ktshorf Bob Bannan ... 
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CoatrACt^^ontraTenHon of aeoiion 41 of 0 cm Act— Landlord and tenure* 
holder, ^ Bengal Ocas %ot, 8eo. 41. ^ ** .. 

^ ejcpiry of terma of — Manter. option rf, become impoMlble^ 

• Magiserate's jnrliyictlon, 8^ Thp Workman's Breach of Contract Aot, 

Sec* 2,5 ... •... ... ... ... ^ 312 

' ■ ■ ' « A , constmotion of, rule* of, A*c Bengal Ce*s Act, Sec. 41 ... 625 

Coatract Acti Sees- Hindu widow and reTersloncrs — Agener, 

Ratification ... ... ... ... * ... 453 • 

CoaTaaiead, balance of — Trial wfth and of aasessor* 2nd trial by jury, 

Transfer of oaiic ... ... .r. ... 50 

Corponttioa' — d/ewfter of th^ C^^r/tora/ion — Common. Lnw of tho mombor to 

intfyect hooJtit of tho fhrporation— Protitionoy Bnn\M Aot(Xl of JS70) — Rank of 
Pomhny—-‘Shnrfholdor — Suit hy $h/trohoItior oyattuf tho Rank to enforoo inspeetion 
of tho rogittor of »hnroholdor» — AUogattont of irrogularittOM in fko managomoni of 
tho Rank^ in tho election of itt hoard of director in ad raneing money to d^reetorc-^ 
Ohgect of inspection to communicate with other sharelu^dcrM-^ynTure of the »uit~— 
Istue of the wrU of !^andamus^ principles of regulating the — Ihe right ynder 
Statute — The same at Common T^ftw-^ Absolute right tff inspection — Qnalijied or 
limited right of inspection. * 

*• On the application of a member fTie King's Bench Divlgion will, In general 
grant a rule fora limited inspection of the documents of the corporation, if it he 
shown that such inspection requisite >%ith reference cither to an action then 
instituted or at least to some specific dispute or f|ue8tlon depending in which the 
applicjint is interested ; but, even in this case, the inspectior^ will f>o grantOfl to such 
an extent only a* may be neccssiry for the particular o^cas^on, The rule wiis fr)fmerl|' 
sometimes laid down broadly, an<l the language aacril>e<1 to the Court In one or two 
ca2cs might almost lead to the inference that members of a corporation h^re an 
absolute right, wfiencrer tiley ^ink fit, to inspect all ^papers belonj^ipg Ao* the aggre> 
gate body. But any such doctrine is now explorlcd ; and the privilege of inspection 
is now confin<Kl oases where the member of the corporation has in view some 
definite right or object of his own, and to those flo^uimcnts which would \end to 
illustrate such right or obj’ect ” Taylor on Kridencc^ Volume 2 • par, 149S^ approved 
^and followed. 

In cases in thi# country the above principle applies where* there is no 
Statute conferring upon the members of a corporation a right to inspect, • 
copy or take extract* from the register of it2 shareholders or any other^doou* , 

ment belonging to it. The Ban^ orBomhay *•. Suleman Somji ... lo.i 
Co*sharer landlord collecting his share of rent separately, if constitute* 

• separate tenancy. 5e^3Putni, purchaser of share of .3 ... 654 

• * 

mortgaging other co-sharer's property— Other co-sharer’i 

remedy — Co-sharer rc<leeming mortgage, See Declaration, right to ».• 156 

^ suing for share of rent — Decree, nature of— ^alc, effect of, 8ee^ 

Aitni, purchaser of share of ... ... ... 654 

Coats — Mortgage decree — Decree for costs, if part of --‘Other pro p^iee-^^^ Transfer <rf 
property AeJ (JK of J882), See. 00, • • • 

A decree for eoet* Is a part of the mortgage decree and in execntkm of 
snob decree, the mortgaged properties must first be sold and only if such • 
sale doM not satisfy the whole decree, can the other p rop er ties of the mort 
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• Cost*— 

•o , 

gagor be preceded with in the manne^.laid down in section 90 of the 
Transfer of Property Act. Bajklimar Singh Sheo Narain Sha 152 

Conrtt — Parties^ 7nghU of — Plaint, filing oj\ a, c ® 

The Civil Courts must adjucate on the, rights of the parties as they 
czisted*wben the plaint was filed and not on any title subsequently derived, 

Pnrkhit Panda r. Ananda Ghiontia .. ... lid 

■ Pending procceding-^Criminal Procedure Code, Secs, 94, 106, 166, 

Sra House Search e ... ... * ... ... ... 76 

Court’s duty in sanctioning compromise — Minor, a party, See Civil Proce- 
dure Code, Sec. 462 ••• ... ... ... ... 266 

Court-feo — Declaration, suit for, that a decree wae fraudulent — Further relief — 
^ Specific Relief Act, See, 42 Promso — Plaznt originally correctly framed^Unfounded 
objection — Withdrawal^of prayer for coneequential relief — DiemUeal of suit — Second 
appeal — Plaint, amendment of and restoration to original form 

® o , 

It is necessary for tj^ic plaintiff to ask not only for a declaration that a decree 
obtained against him was fraudulent but also for a consequential relief, viz., either 
to have tha fraudulent dccr6e set aside or to ' have a perpetual injunction granted to 
restrain the decree-holder from executing it. 

A suit for a declaration that a decree obtained against the plaintiff was fraudulent, 
with a consequential relief, should ordinarily be valued at the amount for which the 
decree sought to be set aside was obtained. ^ 

Where the plain'i was originally correctly framed, but ^by reason of an 
upfounded objection as K> deficiency of Court fees taken by the defendant, 
the plaintiff withdrew his prayer for consequential relief, which resulted in 
the dismissal of the suit on the ground of its not being maintainable, the 
High Ctourt \n second appeal allowed the plaint to be araendpd and restored 
to its original fdrm.'. Thakur Prosad. alias Shamboo Narain v. Pnnkal 

Singh ... ... ... 486 

Criminal Procedure Code, Sec. 04— Accused called upon to produce in- 

criminating documei>t, liability of, See Indian Penal Code, Sec. 176 ... 820 

■ r-, Sees. 94, 106, 166 — Court — Pending proceeding. 

See Houae Search » ... ... 75 

» eection 107 — No Evidence — PaHy agreeing to be bound 

^ down — Order without jurisdiction. 

No person can He bound down under section 107-orthc Criminal Proce- 
dure Code without any evidence being recorded that he is about to commit a 
. breach of the peace, ^ even though be may agree to be bound down. 

Ram Chandra Haidar r. The Emperor ... 6^ 

1 Secs. 107, 443 — Security for keeping peace — European 

British mbjeet — Magistrate, who may enquire. 

The expression “ inquire into or try any charge’* in section 443 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure applies to prooeedings under section 107 of the Code. 

The party against ^Om proceedings under section 107 of the Code of 
Criminal Procednie are institnted, is In the position of an accused person, 

' Lai Ghowdhnrj v. lir. R- 7. Hoperoft 
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Crimin*! Fneedim Coi»-i.C9HU.) 

' — See, 02 — Seemrit]/ far f tod hthatitmr — ^ Ut^'—IKtcrt^ 

iion of MagUtraio^ S 

• The *^n^nefl8* a surety under section 12S» Criminal Procedure Code, is not 

limited to peouniary unfitness. • 

The cpiestion as to whether a particular 'person is * fit* or not is for the 
Magistrate to decide. The matter is left to his discretion, which is not 
fettered in any way. In re Jalil ... * ... ... 243^ 

s , 8ee, 146 — JurisdictioH — Ahtioo, want of — So writton 

s^te$noni called for — So opportnnity to adduce ecideHce^ 

A Magistrate has no jurisdiction to pass an order under section 145 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code without giving notice to the parties, without 
calling for written statements from them and without giving an opportunity • 

to cite Witnesses or to put in documentary evidence. SoJJad Ahmed • 

Chowdhury Parhati Charan Roy • 71 

, section 146 — Division of crops — Magistrate^ jnritdio* 

tioH of, * * 

A Magistrate has no jurisdiction to oPder a division of the crops on ths 
land, subject matter of proccetlings under sijction f-IS, Criminal Procedure 
Code, between the parties. Ram Karaih Sahu r. Kallash Singh ... 242 

— , section 246 — Proceedings^ adjournment sine die— 

Legality, ^ 

It 18 not legal for a Magistrate to a<Ijourn proccc<lings under potion 145 
of the Criminal Procedure Code pending settlement the tract ^ 

under Ucguiation VII of 1852. Abdal Rauf Mia r bahamuddi ... * * 5d^ 

8ec, 437 — Further enquiry — Notice to accused^ 

« An order umlcr section 437 of the Criminal Procedure OckIc made wi^h< • 
out notice to thtf person pfoccftilcd against is bad. |^uch notice and opportu- 
nity to shew cause why the order should not be made, can be given without 
impropriety aftei^uch person has been nrrcstc<] and brought before tbo Court 

Giridhari Marwjtri v. Emperor ... 73 

^sectio%62S — Transfer of ease by* District Magistrate-^ 

Case remanded by Sessions Judge — Notice to accused person. 

The District ^Jagistrate has no jurisdiction to transfer a •from tfle 
file of a Subordinate Magistrate to whom it has been remanded by the. 

Sessions Judge for further enquiry and Icsa so, if he gives no notice to the 
other side. Akhil Dome r. RamX}haadra Mandal ... ... 241 

- WitbifVawal of — Compromise, affecting ^mmqye- 

• able property excee<ling Bs. 100 in value — Petition if to be registered, 

See Evidence, fdmissibility of ... ... *... ... * 00 

Crops, division of, or&er for — Mi^istrate's jurisdiction, See Criminal Proce* 

dure Code, See. 145 ... ... ... ... *.« 242 

Ca^j^m — Burden of proof, See Babooana grant — • ... ,Z 124 

-Matt — Succession — Nomination— Election, Bee Mofannth ... 490 

DamageSi amount of— Compensation, liability for, See Civ^ Procedure 

Code, Sec. 562 ... ... ... * **... ^ ... 160 

Dattak giving poesssiifon and right to cnltirato-^Be^tratUm Act, Sec.^ 

17^d]h Boo AdmissibilSty ••• ... ... ... ... 583 
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Daughter, nature of estate taken by— Gift to daughters and their respec- 
tive sons— Share of a daughter ffying “ withoiit leaving any male issue 
® surviving ” to go to the survwing daughter and her sons — Share of a 

daughtei^dying leaving sons to go to her son or sons — Intention of the ^ 

testator, exclusion of daughter’s daughters-^Indian Succession* (\.ct, beo. 

82, Ses^ Hindu Law, Will ... ... ... ... ••• , “^8 

Dayahhaga — Srikrishna and Raghu Nandana, authorities of Bengal, See 

Stridban ... • ... ... ••• ... — 200 

* Dayahhaga, binding character — Verses 32 ann 33 — ‘ Of the rival wife’— 

Interpolation, See Hindu law— Shebaitship ... ... ... 369 

DoclaratiOU, by a deceased member touching family reputation or tradi- 
tion, See Pedigree ... ... ... ••• ... 447 

, right t» — RighU hi property affected— Subsequent conduct of defaulter, 

* Where one of the shareholders of a property purported to mortgage the whole 
estate. « 

2/e2</,*the otiicr share-holders had a right to the declaration that the 
defendant could not hlienate their share, and this, notwithstanding that 
subsequently to the suit the defaulter had paid off the mortgage debt. " 

Sonabhan Bibi Nathmal Kerasi ... ... 186 

by deceased member — Post ldk,m motam. See Pedigree 447 


Declaratory Getting up Wakf— Defendant fading to establish title. 

In a suit by a purciiaser for a declaratory decree where a loaUf is set up by 
the defendant who claims the land as the mutwalli but fails to establish his 
title, if the plainliff l\a8 made out a prinia facte title, he is entitled to a 
declaration of his title ana an injunction. Satish Chandra Mnllick v, 

Ashruffadin Ahmad 

^®®ue as to liability of taluk to enhancement, 

Regulation,^ Bengal Decennia^ Settlement, Sec. 51 
Decree, conditional, giving possession till a Mohunth is duly installed, 
validity of, Mohunth ... ... ,,, , 

) effect of, setting aside of— Execution, See Civil Procedure Code, 

Secs. 244, 280. ... 

“ fraudulent — Suit to set aside — Suit for declaration and for conse- 

quently relief. See Court foe 

“ of first Court, if binding pending appeal , See Trustee, suit by ... 
— — — for costs, part of mortgage decree, ^^ee Costs 

■■ oti con&promise became final and acted* upon^ if can be set aside— ' 

Minor, prejudicial to, See Civil Procedure Code, Sec. 462 
— — -, suit to set aside — Decree passed on adjudication— Fraud, See Civil 
Procedure Code. Sec 462 ... 


1.06 

320 

499 

20 ^ 

485 

230 

162 

274 

266 


— suit to set aside, on grounds other than fraud, maintainability of, See 

Civil Procedure Code, Sec. 462 ... ... ... ... 266 

— — , in partition suit^ {f binding on mortgagee not a party — Estoppel— Mutual' ty. 
The judgment and decree in a suit for partition, to whioh a prior mortgagee is 
not made a party are not binding upon the mortgagee. 

The mortgagee ih«‘8uch a case can not take advantage of any finding 
in the said judgment The eatoppel must be mutual; Suxja Proiad 
Thakor n Riyjmoluui Topedar 
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Deed* coostmctionof, rules of, Ste Bengal Cess Agt* Sec. 41 ... 6S5 

Defences* altematire, when allow*ed — Owner and right of casei^ent— ^ 

Aaintiff not allowed to object in appeal, Rasment ... ... S80 

BefenceFAllernatir^ Tenant,. SWr possession, suit for T** CC7 

Direction« bwtl Actual Ij acquired not* mentioned in — Proceedings void — 

Refcfence to Civil Court, Land Acquisition Act ... ... * 39 

Dign g r OC ment. between Judge and assessors, Retrial ... ... 59 

DiiCretioni erroneous exercise of — Documentary evidenJ^, reception of— 

Second appeal, Ste Civil Procedure Code, Secs. 59, 68, >8S ... ... l47 

■ - w of Magistrate — Unfitneas of surety — Security for good beha* 

viour, See Criminal Procedure Code, Sec. 122 ... ... ... 243 

Document* incriminating— Accused, liability of, to produce, See Indian 

Penal Code, Sec. 176 ... ... ... ... ... 82<2 

Documentt. when to be died, See Civil Procc<lurc Code, Secs. 59, 63, 138 ... J47 

Drawer* liability of — Hundi payable at sight — UAoonditional acceptaoce — ^ 

Holder arranging payment with acceptor— Notice of drshono^ur, omission 

to give, See Negotiable Instruments Act, Secs 30, 39, 86 ... 163 


Easement — ll’<*y* — ImpUed grants AUemat ire defencet — No ohj^ction^Ne 

prej^iee. 

No grant of an easement can be implied from a defendant using a land for eight 
years without any objection on the part of the plaintiff. ' 

Per Mooherjee J — There is no iraplie<l reservation of an easement in case one 
transfers a part of his land over w'htch he has previously exercised a privilege, in 
favour of the land he retains, unless the burdep is apparent, continupus and strictly 
necessary for the enjoyment at the land retained. , • 

% Implication of grant of easement, upon the severance of a tenement, extends to 
a way which is a* formed of m stalled road. ^ • * 

It is open to a defendant to set up alternative defences, s. y. to %et up as a defence, 
that he was the owner ot the property in dispute and if be was not the owner, he had 
a right of easement over it. • 

A plaintiff will not be allowe«l^to raise any objection as tadefendants* 

^setting up alternative defences, at the appellate stage of the suit, when no 
such objection was raised in the Court of flrst instance and Jt was no^ 
shown that he was in any way prejudiced. Puinondu Naraill*Roy’ ▼. 

Dwijendra Nara^ Roy ... ... * 280 

EjOCtmont, Attif /<^r — Burden o/ pjoof ^Tenure, hereditary character of ^ aheence of 
word* importing —PreeumptioH^ Permanency of holding — Mutatln% potta contain- 
• ing no words importing permanency of holding^ if destroys permanent tenancy—- 
Mutation made stihstitution of heirs — Confirmatory potta, * ' * 

Where the plaintiff claims to eject the defendants from iha land on the ground 
' that they are merely tenants^t*will, the onus lies on the defendants to substantiafe 
that l^y have a permanent interest in the land. * * 

The absence of words importing the hertdtlary character of the tennre may be 
Bap(llied by the evidence of long and uninterrupted enjoyment, apdi^>f the descent of 
the tennre froitf father to son, where that hereditary character may be* legally 
presumed. 

In a ease^ where the following facta were found, viz , the possession at a uniform 
eat foifsom? hundred years, tb<^ property descending from father to son, Tarious 
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lyectment— *“ ' 

^t.ranBfer8, many of them reoogntBcdi by the landlord, the erection of yucca buildings, 
the improTeQients at tnuch cost, ^and all this with the knowledge of the landlord’s 
agents and no attempt to eject or to enhance the rdnt for all thos6 years, the presump- 
tion of |he permanency of the holding may legally be made. 

A permanent tenancy is not destroyed by the acceptance by a purchaser of the 
holding of a mutation yoita ^ntaining no express words importing the permanency of 
*the holding. 

The words “ Mutation is feeing made in substitution of the heirs of Bhagwan” in 
the mutation yoita mean, that ihe was executed not for the purpose of destroy- 
ing the old permanent tenure and creating a tenancy-at-will, but simply with the 
object of effeting a mutation of names in the proprietor’s sherista. 

Where a mutation yoita refers to an old yoita creating a permanent 
holding, for the purpose of showing a proportionate rent and treats the 
taker as the th^hi^existing tenant and not creating him a new tenant by 
virtue of that yotia^* that yoita is a confirmatory one -Ismail Khan 

H^ahomed ^ Nani Gopal Mnkerji ... 513 

■■■ t — Factory JCerait — Ahsence of evtdevee of hhatt j^osacssion — Pio- 

yrietor'» land — Area exceeding nJOO lughas — Presumption^ rehuttahlc — 

Pengal Tenancy Act^ Seen. 5(5), 120 — Paiyat holding over — Trespanner — Notice to 
quit, if necennary-> Tenancy, determination of. 

Indigo zerait lands, in the absence of evidence to show that the lands were ever 
in the khas possession of the landlord, or their ancestors, do not come within the 
definition of proprietor’s private lands contained in section 120 of the Bengal 
lenancy Act. 

( The presumption arisng under setion 5 (5) of the Bengal Tenancy Act is '“a 
rebuttable oue^ 

A raiyat of aticat 10 years’ standing and now holding over is not a 
trespasser and cannot be ejected until his tenancy has been determined by a 
notice to quit or in some other legal manner. H> B- Dalg^lish >'• Damodar 
NaraiiL Chowdhury 

....y suit for, non-maintainability — Nature of tenancy— Appeal by 

plaintiff. and defendant — Procedure, See Suit 

— , suit for — Qaontia, a proprietor, S<'<* Central Provinces land 

Revenue Act, Secs. 4(8a), J62 y,. 

— , Suh-Uane, grant of, by tenant — Cen^pal Pronneen Tenancy Act 

1898), Sec. 46^b-sec. {3). 

Under tW Central Provinces Tenancy Act, none but an occ.upancy tenant 
can be'^jected from hii holding for granting a sub-lease. Sadasib Jhemkir 
Jala Oaontia 

IaW of mortgage, if applicable— Land lortl purchasing in execu- 
tion of money decree, it* can question transferability, See Occupancy 
. holding 

• into oar try any chargo’— »courity for keeping peace— Knro- 

‘ pean British snbjedti'Sw Criminal Procedure Code, Secs. 107, 443 ^ 

Entry in §tUUmmt record, preenmytion, evidence^ Central Prorincet Tenancy Act 
, (JCPif 1898), See, 8(10) — Holding of a eurrey number, 

-j Tha entry in the settle^nt record is not con^'lusive ; it is only a matter of 
prwoBplion. 
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Eiitry-~(Ciwi/4l.) ^ 

The holding of a surrej number iu aection 3 (10) Explanation II of the g 

Oen^lal Prorinoes Tenancy Act has reference to tha holding when the pro- 
caedings iii Givil ^ourt are Intti^ted, and it cannot avail a person that 
in a sobsequent settlement he was recorded as a tenant. PorUiit Panda 

• r. Anluida Oaontia 116 

Equity of redemption;*/ of th^ mortgagon, purchaw^/^ bg mortg%gt 0 ^Mortgtig$ 
amount, r^ft for roalUation oj — Share of drht to be deducted, 

K mortgagee purchasing the share of one of his mortgagors is bound to 
give Vedit for tliat which his vendor would have been liable to pay and not 
the full value of the sh ire purchvscii Matty Lall Pal r. Kunda Lall 

Neogy ... 93 

Estoppel — Evidence Act, Sec, 115, if exiiaustivc, See Occupancy holding ... ^ 29 

Mutuality, Decree .. .... ,, , ^ 478 

Prerioue nppUcatton barred-- Xot ice on judgment^debto^, * 

A judgraont-de^tor |i8*not cstoppc<l from contending that a previous 
application for execution was barre<l by Iftnitation merely* because notice, 
ha^l been serve<l on him and he did not appear to oobtest the proceedings. 

Umed Ali »*. Atdul Karim . . ... 198 

Earopean British subject—Security ^for keeping peace— Criiqinal Proce- 
dure Code,, Sec 44.3, applicaliility of— Enquiry into or try any charge, 

See Crimin.'il rro('cduro„C»^le, Secs. I07i 443 ... ... •* , ... 665 

EvidoncO—l'^Jdhor reversionary heir — Ancestral land,^'#» Oyul ,,, ^ 850 

, recording of, by one Judge nn<l passing of orders by another, * • 

4 validity of, Se<* Sessions Judge ,, * ... ... ... 58 

^ tidrii$tibiUtij9 of-yCompronuxe^ petition of — Criminal proce^inge, with^ 

drawal of — Order not incorpornttng term* of petition. * 

On account of ^>me <iiHpute between the p.artic8 which resulte<] in criminal pro- 
ceedings, a petition was prcHente<l in those proceedings and in oonsec^uence they 
were withdrawn but no older was j^issetl incorporating the terms of the petition. 

" A suit for increased rent was afterwards brought by one of the parties against 
the other on the b^is of the petition. •' ^ 

Held : that the petition being uiiregistereil and affecting immovable 
property exceeding Rs. 100 in value, wjis not oclmissible in evidence. 

Biraj Mohini Dasi r. Kedar Nath Karmokar ^ ... 90 

Evidence Act. See. 32 cl. (6j — Dispute, nature of, at the time of drawiag 
• up— Admissibility, Sfe Petligrce ... ... ,A 447 

— , Sac. 115, if exliaustive, See Occupancy holding ^ ^ 29 

Family Settlementi principle of — Arrangement between parties interested 

in the property— Validity — Prejudice, 65?^ Reversioners ... •„ 468 

Find decree --Bcmand orde — Decision of issue gov^ning case— -Leave 

to appeal to Privy Council, See Civil Procedure Code, See. 695 ... 168 

Forfeiture— Voluntary alienation— Re-entry, right of, See Onoj^, tsoostme- ^ ’ 

tionof • ... ... ... ... ... * 188 

Forg^ery— Receipt for documents— Dishonestly or fraudulently using as , 

genuine a forged document, See Indian Penal Code, See 471 ' 3/7 
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FrftUd — PleadiTigi — Full partioulni^. 

« Per Ryvss f . — It is incumbent on -a party, be he plaintiff or defendant, 
who seeks to avoid a contract onr the ground of fraud or undue influence, ” 

to give in his pleadings full particulars of the circumstances o^ which he o 

relies as the basis of his plea. It is not enough to boldly assert that, fraud 
or the fike vitiated the contract." Baja Fromada Nath Roj Bahadur 

V Kinoo Mollah, Kala Mia ... ... 136 

« Gaontiai » proprietor— Eljectment, suit for. See Central Provinces Land 

Bovenue Act, Secs. 4 r84), 152 ... ... ... ... 116 

C^Ueral Coxuinittee — Discretion, See Bengal Municipal Act, Secs. 400 

406,409 ... ... ... .. ... 607 

Gift to daughters and their respective sons — Share of a daughter dying 
r “ without leaving any male issue surviving** to go to the surviving 
daughter and her sons^Share of a daughter dying leaving sons to go to 
her ^n orisons — Intention of the testator, exclusion of daughter's 
daughters — Nature, of estate taken by each daughter — Indian Succession 
Act, Sec. 82, See Hindu Law, Will ... ... * ... ... 48 

Goohur Ir.nds — Common lands. See Central Provinces Land Revenue Act, 

Secs. 4 (8a), 152 ..."^ .. .. ... ... 116 

GrftUt — Oontiructlon of — Forfeiture — Right of re-entry. 

T granted a mirat taluq to his widowed daughter at a rent, for her life and on 
her death, to her adopted son, if she adopted one, for life, and after him to his sons, 
grandsons Ac., by light of inhcritence, in the male line, but without any power 
of alienating the property. In case the grantee adopted no son or her adopted son 
^ied without any heir in the male line the property was to revert to the grantor or 
his representative. It was also provided that the property could not be attached ,or 
•old fof any debt incurred by the grantee or her adopted son, grandson Ac. In case of 
attachment or « sale^ It would be void and the property would come into the khas 
possession of the grantor or his representative : 

.ffsfd, the grant did not create an absolute estate in the daughter. At the same 
time the' grantor had no right to re-enter in case of a voluntary alienation. That 
right was limited to case of attachment or sale. , 

When therefore the grantee made a gift of the property to her adopted son, 

ATs/d, the gift was Void, but the grantor or his representative could not 
obtain khae possession of the property Dharani Kanta Lahiri Chau- 
dhuri V. Shiba Snndari Debya 

Guardian — Molher acting for her son — No fomal order appointing her, - 
Civil Prof^dure Code, Secs. 440, 443 

• and Wards Act, Sec. 29 — Compromise — Minor — Certified guar- 

dian* — Sanction of District Judge, if necessary, See Civil Procedure Code, 

Sec. 462 

Hair — Daughter’s and rival wife’s sons — Ayautuka stridhan — Inheritance, 

Bee HiAidu Law — Shebaitship. 


188 

31 

266 
. 360 


High Court. iHWOsv X of 1SS9, See, iJJ— Cirif Procedure Code {AH XIV of 

7682^ 3»e, BSS^^^rter AH {S4 and 25 ViH, C, 104)^ See. JS—RetiHon where 

mjepeed fiat. 

The High Oobrt has powett notwithstanding section 168 of Aet X of 1869, to revise 
the Qsden of lower Oonris where they have not acted oorreotly according to law undo 
MOtioil 688 ol tile rivil Frooedure Code or under section 15 of tne Charter Apt. 
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High Cwsir-(CoHtd.) ^ * 

Where the •pplication it not merely to set Mide ^lo order of a Deputy 
Collector, but aUo the appellate order of a Collector, •the Court oan properly 
iifterfere euiider 8e<||ion 622, CivU Procedure Code. Mohunt OobindA 

Bamanig Bgs r. Lalthwi Parida ... ... ^ 43 

Hindu law — alienation hy, witkont legal nt cecity ^ Con tni of fomaU 
rttenionsrt — Alienee^ naturo 0/ eat at 0 taken — Proper pt^poto — Preen mptwn. 

Per curiam. The content o( a female revertioner to the tale by a Hindu • 
widow without legal nccostity docs not bind or affect Ae revertioner who Ukes an 
abtobite estate. The alienee gets only the qualified ^tate of the alienor. 

Such ooDsent does not raiwj a presumption of law that the purpose for 
which it was made was proper. Bepin Behari Kundu r. Dnrga Charan 

Bandopadhaya.. ... m 

Hindu Xiaw IVHl, cofutruetion of^/ftndu widow — Dedichlion of property to idol^ 
if rafnf— “ Malik,'* meaning of^ Words, if *imply absolute oiqptfrship-^Limited 
grant, if and w^en ej^ecti rr-^8uitfor declaration of property do be debutter. 

The effect of the word *• mahk ” is to confer on the donee a heritable and 


alienable estate * • • 

But the effect of the word “ malik*’ m^ay be modified by the context, or in other 
words, in order to cut down the full proprietary rigbis that the word imports, some- 
thing must be found in the context to^qiialify it 

The Court must, in construing a will, look to all the clauses of the Will, and give 
effect to all the clauses, igyonng none as redundant or contradictofy. 

Held on n ooustruction of the Will in the present easy, ♦that there is 
ample indication in the context to displace tlie presumption of absolute * * 
ownership implictl in the word “ malik” ami lo justify the conclusion 
thitthe gift in^favour of the widow must Ik* cut down to something I^ss • 
than a full proprietary right with power of allegation ; that it is impossible 
to maintain that any absolute ilevise was mmic to her, that she took a 
limited estate iim^pr the Will, that so far as the Will is concerned her powers , 
of alienation were confined to the dedication of property for the benefit of ’ 

^the ancestral idol, and the alienat,#n of the property in case of necessity ; 
and that the dedication to a new idol she has established or installecl is 
invalid and the ^le<licated property m not debuttcr. SWfc Lakshan 

Bhakat p Srimati Tarangini Dasi ... .... 20 

— Construction, consideration for. 

In construing the W.ll of a ^Hlrtlu it is not improper to take into con- 
sideration what are known to be fhe ordinary notions and wishes of Hindus 
with respect to the devohition of property. It may be assumed that a Hindu 
generally desires that an csUle, specially an ancestral estate, shaft be retoinod ’ 

In his family ; and it nJky be assumerl that a Hindu knows that, as a general 
rule, at all events, women do not take absolute estates of inheriUnce which 
they^re enabled to alienate Radha Prosad MtdUk <> Baniiaoiti Dwif 48 
inh^ritanm to— Lunatic, rigU of tnhcHtancc^f—Daua- 
authority 0 /—Dayabhaga, Chap IV, Sac i, V. 31,32, 23, tpuPtou^—Biral 
wi/e't ton atd daughter' t eon—Stridhan, ayautuk. ‘ '• * 

In the alwence of any directions to the contrary in the will, the'rigbt of ioherU 
tanoo to the shebaitebip follows the came line ac the right of Inbcritaiioe to ii^va)^ 
propWy. » 
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Binda iMu-riContd.) ® 

^ In Bengal, Insan’ty at the time wBen the inheritance falls in, is sufficient (or 
exclusion fK)m the succession, even though the lunacy may not have been congenital ; 
and where the succession to an office is in question, the duties attached to whfth 
require that the holder shall be in full possession of Ibs senses, lunacy is undoubtedly 
sufficient to disqualify a person from succeeding. 

The text of the Dayah^aga by Jimut Yahana cannot be regarded as in itself an 
’ authority absolutely binding without any regard to the fact whether the doctrine pro- 
pounded in the text has been accepted as a true exposition of the law and has been 
sanctioned bjr usage, and witho*ut any consideration of the question whether c, verse 
relied upon bears on its face the evidence of being spurious and an interpolation. 


Verses 32 and 33 and the words “of the rival wife” in verse 31 in Sec. Ill of 

c 

Chftp. IV of the Dayabhjiga are interpolations and are spurious. 

The son of ^ rival wife is not a ^preferential heir to the daughter’s son in the line 
of succession of the ayautuh stridhan property of a Hindu female. 

The destruction of*^an image does not dcstioy the endewment.^^. Puma 

o Chandra By sack v. <Jopal Lai Sett ••• ^6^ 


Will — Oift to daughters and their resjfectiic sons''' — Share of a 

daughter dying “ without leacing any ntale issue surviving" to go to the surciting 
daughter and her sons — Share of a daughter dying leaving sons to go to her son or 
sons — Intention of the testator^ exclusion of daughters' daughters — Nature of estate 
taken by eaeh dtf ughter — Indian Succession Act (X of 180o}, Sec. S2. 


< Where the only que^lipn raijsed upon the appeal was as to the nature of the estate 
'’.vhich, ui the' events which had happened, the testatoi’s daughters took under the 
clause of the will of a Hindu inhaliitant of Calcutta * “ I desire and direct my 

executors to make and divide the whole of my estate, both real and personal, 
unto and betw*ben* ^ny daughters in ^equal shares, to whom and their repective sous I 
give, devise and bequeath the same, but should either of my said daughters die with- 
out leav^ing any male issue surviving but leaving my other daughter tier surviving then 
in such ease the surviving daughter and her sons shall be entitled to the share of the 
deoeasetl daughter, or* in the case of the death of either daughter leaving sons, 
the shaje of such danghtcr is to be paid to such her son or sons share and share alike,’ 
Held^ that theinfention of the testator was to create in favour of his daughters an 
estate for life with a remainder over to their sons, and that, in the events that had 
happened, the daughters of the testator w^re entitled to the testator’s estate in equal 
shares for life and with benefit of survivorship between themselves. 

also, that by the gift to his daughters “ and their lespeotive sons,” and by 
the proviso that in the event of one of the daughters dying “ without leaving any 
male iwue surviving” ftie share ^of the deceased daughter was to go to the surviving 
daughter and her sons, to the exclusion in both cases of female -Issue, the testator had 
cftarly succeeded in showing that bis daughters, whom he incontestably intended 
to benefit, were not to have more than what was generally known to be a w^»man’s 
estate in his property ; and that no language could more clearly show than the 
language of the clause, “ in the cai^ of the death of either daughter leaving sons, the 
share ot such daughter to be paid to such her sou or sons share and share alike,” that 
the intention oMho testator was to exclude his daughters* daughters from the succession, 
to whioh they would have been entitled under the ordinary Hindu l^w, if their 
inotlier*8 estate had been absqlute. 





INDEX OF CASES* 


voL. vrti.] 


680 ^ 


Hindu Law~(Con/<l.) ® 

reference to the coo tent ion that un^er section 82 of the Indian Succession 
Act (X of 186^) the daughters took an absolute estat^ ; > 

^ //<?/</,• thtft, under the terms of the will* only a rcstricte<l interest was 
intended to pass to a daughter dying without male issue Rndhu Prosud ^ 

* MuUik r. Ranimoni Daasi ... 48 

Hindu Widow —A Itenat ion by surrender or by convcrsjj^n into annuity 

— Consent^of reversioners — Transferee, right of, See Reversioners ... 458 » 

Alienation of portion of eMate — Content of next rcrecstViicr— 

wuauy. 

An alienation by a wi<low of a portion of her husband's estate is valid 
if made with the consent of the next reversioner. Tno principle is not res- 
tricted to the case of alienation of the whole of the pro|>crty. Pnliu ClinndrA • 

Mandal Balai Mandal ^ ^80 

AUenotion — Uv-iuorriagr — Pm chatrr^ status of — Porojf^ifoner^nfiMrdjf of. 

If a transfer is uindc by a Ilimhi Wnlow for legal necessity and before her re- 
marnago, the position of the pui chaser from the widow remains unaffected by her 
sul>sequent marriage. L’nless the transfer was for legal neoesslty, it can ndi bind the 
ri'verstonary heir who will be cntitUvl to t^ke the property from the purchaser after 
the death of the w idow or after she had foifcitcMl )icr estate by reason of her re-marringi* 
Quaere — Whether on principle nii iuiauthorixcd allicnation Uy a widow 
ought to 1x5 al|owc<l to subsist beyond the extinction of her own title which 
aloue could pass to her transferee. Mitya Madhav Dag r, ^'Sliuath 

Chandra Chuckerbutty , • *... ... , 512 

^ lease by — Bcru-flcinl arrangement — Not prcjudical to* the ’ “• 

^revcrsioners—Convcr-ion of interest into annuity — Family settlement, 

princijile of, Reverj^oners ... ... ... *» 453 

" — Mnintcnanoe — (Irani to idol«i-^Construction o? * Will- 

Questioning grant, validity. See Will ... ... ,,, ... 4g9 

Reversioners— Agency, 5c/* iiatiflcation ... ^ 458 

Residence, restriction as to — Non-compliance — ‘Just 

cause, ’ Will ... ♦ ... ... ... 4gQ 

Maintenance, amount of, if can be limited by will^ 

5cc Will •... ... ... ... ... » ... 4g9 

Holding, permanency of — Hcre<litary character, absence of words impor- • 

ting — Presumption, See Ejectment, suit Tor ... ... • ... 6J8 » 

, sub division of— Puiwh^lier, rights of — Landlord’s title n^ ques- 
tioned, See Bengal Tenancy Act, Sec. 88 ^ ... ... 18| 

HOU86 8earch~--^«<^*«» Arm* Act {XI of lS78)j section P.5 — of Criminal Pro- > 
cedure (V of actions 95, 705, 105 — Judicial Officers Protection Act (^XVJJI of 

1850), section 1. ^ 

The defendant who did not, before causing the .search of the plaintiff’s^ house to 
be i&de, first record the grounds of his belief as provided for by section 25 o^the Arms 
Act, could not justify the search under the provisions of the kaid act. 

As there ^s no proceeding pending before him, the defendafit was not a »* Court’ 
within the meaning of section 94 of the Code of Criminal Procedurev and therefore 
the defendant conld not direct a search to be made in his* presence under the provisions' 
of aec^lon 105 of the Code. 
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House search— c 

c The search having been for the purposes of discovering arms generally, section 
[ 165 of the Qpde did not apply, ® 

Conducting a search for arms is not an act ^one in discharge of a judicial dut^ 
Act Xyill of 1860 (Judicial Officers Protection Act) does not apply to such a case* 

Even where a defendant’s bona Jides in conducting a search is establi- 
shed it does not release him from the obligation the law casts upon him as 
• being in supreme control of ^he search party from seeing that the search was 
conducted in a proper and rdhsonable manner. In such a case the damages 
should be substantial and not merely nominal. Brajeudra Kishore Itoy > 

Chowdhury Clarke ... ... 75 

Huudi* payable at sight — Unconditional acceptance — Holder arranging 

^ • • payment with acceptor — Notice of dishonour, omission to give — Drawer, 

liability of, See Negotiable Instruments Act, Secs. .SO. 39, 86.. ... 168 

Idol) dedici^tion of, if valid, Sbe Hindu Law, will ... ... 20 

Impertible estate — Junior members, 5^^ Babooana grant ^ ... ^ ... 124 

InOUmbranceBi suit to avoid — Purchaser from purchaser at revenue sale — 

Putnidftr, See Right to sue ... * * ... ... ... 177 

Indian Arms AcL See, 25 — Belief, grounds of, recording of, condition 

precedent, See House search ... ... ,,, ... 75 

Indian Contract Act, Secs 69, 60, See Land revenue ... ... 41 

, Sees. 191, 192 — Receiver appointing tehsildar, See 

Accounts, suit foe ... ... ... ... ... 114 

Ibdian^ Penal Code/ ^■47 — Hioting — Common object — Xo ejrjrrees Jxndtng^ 

Ao queetion an to common object— ^Prejudice. 

Where the common object of an unlawful assembly is clearly set out in ^ 

the charge 'an^d there is no question in the lower Cour*^8 to the cemraon 
object so set out, a conviction for roifbig with the object set out is good 
even though there might be no express finding as to the common object, if 
the accused has not been in any way prejudiced by the absence of such 
finding. DaBaratbi Mahapatra r. Raglm Sahn ... 69 

j Secst 149y 300, eacceptian 4 — Sudden Jight — Private defence — ^ 

Jdnrder — Unlawful cKStmbly — Commmi tntention — Criminality rarice. 

When the accused’s party pursued the complainants in three boats for a long 
distance and then when they had them^, m their power landed and attacked them 
with spears and ‘allied three of them, their aotiqp does not come within exception 
4 to section 300 Sind certainly amounts to murder.' 

There is no right ^ of private defence against persons who are merely taking 
refuge in the offenderV. land from other persons trying to take their lives. 

Members of an unlawful assembly may have a common object only up 
to •a certain point and the criminality of each varies according to the iafor- 
mation at his command an^ also to the extent to which he shares the 
community of object. The effect of section 149 may be different on 
different members ^of the same unlawful assembly. Adll Mohamod **. 

The Emperor ... ... 561 

* — Sec. 149, effect of, on different members — Unlawful 
iiaBembly^Oommon Intention, See Indian Penal Code, Secs. 149, 300 
Exception 4 ... ... 561 
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Indian Penal Cod 0 —(O>M.) 

• • 

y— , 8te. n&^ItU^tUionallf ^mitiing to produf^o a docH* 

ment ’^Aec^Mfd pertm — iHcriminating documomt — %inhilitp to prtutHee—^ 

* Crimidhl Jfhrortdwmtt Code V of ISOS)^ See. 94. 

e 

An ac<^secl person cannot Hm called upon, under section 04 of tho • 
Criminal Procedure CcKie, to produce a document which would incriminato 
himself. Ilig failure to do so is not an offence under s^tion 17& of tlie 
Indian Penal Qpde. Iswar ChAndnt j3ho8hal **, The Sn^peror ... 32) 

^ ^ 471 — DhhonettUj or /rattdttffntlp ueiftff aegmutne 

a forged doeutnent — Diihonest or fraudutent tnientiim — Bfcei/*t for d(k'n- 
ment* aetuollg found — Forger g. 

Accused was charged with haTing fraudulent!/ or dishonestly uac«l a 
document which purported to be a receipt grante<l to him by tho manager of 
a Ward’s Estate for certain papers, and which receifft was allegeil to bo false. 
Subsequently, some^of the papers mentioned in the receipt wcrc^on search 
found in the estate office, while the other papers had not been Bcnrohixl for. 

//c/<f, tliat these facts were not ^sufficient to show tlfat user of the* 
document was fraudulent or dishonest or that the accused had committed 
any offence. 

Ifeld furth*. : If the papers had actually been deposited in^ tho office 
and the accused ha<l subsequently •prcpareil a false receipt for them, it. would 
not be forgery. Ram Profad Maitj The Emperor ... •*, ... 317 

Indian Succession Act, 82— i^Iift to daughters and thc4r respective ^ 

sons — Share of a daughter dying “ without* leaving any male fhsuo • ^ 

* surviving ” to go to the surviving daughter amf her sons — Share of a 

daughter dyiyg leaving^ns to go to her son or sons, See Himlu Law, wjjl • 48 

Ixjnnctioil — Plaintiff proving prima facie ti^lc — Defendant failing* to 

establish title, Scs Declaratory decree... ... ... ... 1 % 

Inspection, absolute right of — Qualified or limited right, iScif Corporation... ^ lOS 
Jhnm CnltivatioUf nature of— Permanent Settlement — Aescssraent See 

Regulation ill of 1891 ... * .. ... ...* ... 480 

JudgOt change of — Recording of evidence by one and passing orders by^ 

another, validfty of, See Sessions Judge ... • ... 69 

Judge and Assessors^ disagreement between, Retrial ... ... 69 

Judgment! louof — Re^writmg ^ron\ememory — Civil Procedure Code^ ^ eoehauttire. 

Where a judgment has been l<fst, it is open to the Judge to fb-write 
feom memory the subsiwnce of it. It cannot be expected thpt the Civil 
Procedure Code wepld provide for such a contingency. Narsingh Narain • 

* Singh V. Harkhu Singh ... 621 

Judicial Officers Proteotiou Act, Bee. l — Judicial duty — Conducting • 

March for arms, See House search ... . . » ... • 76 

Jurisdictlou — District Judge, if can question ^he propriety of order 

* setting aside em parte decree — Buie to set aside the order dJIaQjiffirged by • 

High Coeat, See Civil Procedure Code, Secs. 108, 691 ... * 308 

M l. — I I , District Judge transferring a case withdrawn from the file ^ 
of Snbordinate Jnd|^e to his own file and then transferring to that of 
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Jurisdictiott—CCawi^?) c 

Additional District Judge, See The Bengal, N, VV. P. and Assam Civil 
Court* Act, Secs. 9, 22 

I of a Judge other than the Jfidge delivering judgiHent, 

ta grant an application for review on ground thatrno leave or consent 
of Court under Sec. 462, had been, given, See Civil Procedure Code, 
Sees. 462, 624, 629 • ... 

^ order without— Party agreeing to be bound down — No 


evidence, See Criminal Procedure Code, Sec. 107... 

of Magistrate to order division of crops, See Criminal 


Procedure Code, Sec 146... 

Want of notice — No written statement ^called for — No 


opportunity to adduce evidence, See Criminal Procedure Code, Sec. 146 

____of Magistrate — Expiry of terms of contract — Master’s 

option became impossible. See The Workman’s Breach of Contract 
Act, Secs. 2, 6 * 

— of Civil Court — Succession JLo property lying within 


British territory^ dispute as to — IIill Tipperah Raj. 
lleld^ 3 . duhitante ), — The appointment of Jubra] by the Raja of 

Tipperah is an act of State by a ‘Sovereign Prince and the Municipal 
Courts cannot question the validity of that ‘appointment. Samarendra 
Chandra Deb D&rman Bara Thakur ^ Birendra Kishore Deb 
* ' ^ Barman • 

— — ^ ^ ' . , question of^ when odertainahle in appeal — Cinl Court's 

jurisdiction when ousted^ & 

If the question of jurisdiction depends for its determination upon facts 
not found by Jhe^lower Courts, an appellant cannot ask th^ High COurt to 
find them ; the appellant must susbtantiate his contention if he can, on the 
facts already found. If he is unable to point to any facts in respect of his 
plea, that plea must fail. 

The ordinary Civsl Courts cannot be ousteil of their jurisdiction in the 
absence of an express provision of law to that effect. Purkhit Panda 
Ananda Gaontia 


o 


34 


294 

68 

242 

71 

312 


1 




116 


Kabuliyat, execution by several persons — One cannot avoid — All not 

questioning, Undue influence .! ... ... ... 135 

— . - Landlord and tenant — DominatAig wdl, See Undue influence 136 

“ Blanya meaning of — Dayabhaga, Chap. IV, See. II, para 16, See 

Stridhan ...« ... ... ... ' ... ... 200 

Iiandy transfer of part’ of — Implied reservation of easement — Enjoyment of 

land retained, $00 Easement ... ... ... ... 289 

* using for eight years— Grant of easement — Implication, See Ease- 

••• ... .. ... ... ... ‘ 289 

LftUd Ac^uisitioil Act — Declaration — Land actually acquired not mentioned — i?s- 
ferenee to Oixil* Court., 

When land actually taken up by Government is different ' from 
that mentioned in the declaration issued under the Land Aequision Act, the 
proceedfnga of the CoUeotor are void and there can be no valid reference to 



Vou VIIX.] 


INDKX OP CASKS* 


599 


Land Acqaidtion Act— ^ 

the ^ivii Court. Oajsndra Sahu r Th5 Sacratary of State for • 

Indiana Connoil *•• 39 

Landlord* anS teoaat — Alternative «lefeuoc bj tenant,^ Poaaeasion, suit 

... ... ... ^ W7 

*— *• * — and tenurc-hoKier— Contract iti contravention of Bcction 41 
of Ceas Act, Sen Bengal Ce*8 Act, Sec. 41 ... ... ^ ^ ., 525 

Landlord's Ijpcognition. nature of— Transfer of non-tranafcrablo ocou|)ancy • 

holding, Occupancy holding, nondransferablc bequest of ... 261 

Landf Registration Act. ifcHoMS (tO), 75 — pro/f^rty—n^iumptwn 

undrr n^guhttum XX XV JI of 1793, 

The mere fact that the area of the land is over 100 bighas and that it 
WAS capable of being rcsumctl by GoTcrnmeiit under Regulation XXXVII of • 

179.3 IS not sufhoiont to make it revenue-free pro^>erty within fhe meaning of • 

section 78 of the I.4ind Registration Act. PAfannaai ^i Dovi %Rilia • 

• • Nath Chatterjee 523 

— — , S^c*. 42^ 4S^ 55 , 55 — IlegUtration of Collector** 

poicer to order — ConfirtiHg elaitn* — Reference to Ciril Court what to tdati — PoMget- 
twH — M’idoir in jHnote*«ion in lieu of ^iwer — Reference^ irregular and contrary to 
Law^Uigh Court's pifiver of revision — Civil Procedure Code {XIV of lSS8)t 
Sec, 622'-^ Other remedy open tir aggrieved party. , 

Before a Collector can order >lie name of an applicant to be registered under the 
I>and Registration Act pmpnetor of an estate or of any interest th(^^c^n, ho must satisfy 
himself that the po«se«^sion exists or that the alleged succession ©r transfer has takeq 
place and that thc'applicant has acquired possession in accordance with* such *HUocGBt 
si^ or transfer but not otherwise The dctcrmfnation of the question of possession 
alone is sufheien^ when thi^apjilioant claims to have assumcKl charge as joii^t proprietor 
on liehalf of his co-sharers or as manager. When, the applicant claism td be proprietor 
by succession or transfer, the Collector has to satisfy himself that the succession or 
transfer has tak^ place and that the applicant is in possession accordingly. ^ In this 
latter case, the applicant cannot 8uccec<l unless both the elements arc established. 
dd H there is a dispute as to the i^Mtsessioo, succession or acquisition by transfer, 
by the applicant, of the extent of interest in respect of which he has applied to be 
registered, the CoMector should, in the first instance, try to satilify, himself, whether 
any person is in possession of the interest in dispute If it is not prov^l to the 
satisfaction of the Collector that any persoif is in possession of the int|rest in dispute, 
the Collector may adopt one ^f ^(^o courses. He may either himself determine 
summarily the right to possession, deliver possession accordingly, and* make the 
iSecessary entry in the It^gister or he may make a reference to tht Civil Court which ^ 
may determine suAmarily the right to possession and deliver polhession accordingly. 

It is not enough for the Collector to repeat the language of section 66 of the 
Land Registration Act and to say that in bis opinion the dispute ought to be propeAy 
deteftnined by a Civil Court. He must state that it i^not proved to bis s&tisfaction 
that any person is in possession of the interest in dispute. 

* When a person has proprietory interest in land and as such i| entitled to •receive 
rent, be is in^ioesession of his interest if he is in receipt of rent, while his tenant who 
is in actnal occupation has possession which, in a sense, is the pbssession of the 
landlord or snperior proprietor. * 



594 


TH* CALCUTTA LAW JOURVAL. 


fVoL. VIII. 


Iiand Kegifltration kd-iflontdc) 

Where the order of reference by the Collector to the Civil Court shows on the 
face of it that he did not direct his attention to the question whether any person was 
in possession of the interest in dispute. • - * 

Held — That the reference was irregular*and in contravention of the provisions of 
section 55 of the Land Registration Act. 

When a Civil Court finds upon the facts that a Mahomedan widow is in possession 
of the disputed propertj^ as proprietor, by receipt of rent, that she is entitled to a 
large sum of money from tlfts estate of her husband on account of her dower and that 
she peaceably entered into possession upon the death of her husband and olairied to 
hold possession not as a w^ong-doer but upon an assertion of title which is prima facie 
well founded in law, it exercises jurisdiction illegally and with niaterial irregularity 
cwhen it makes an order the effect of which is to determine the question of title and 
to«U8t her from possession. 

Thqugh the Civil Court actiuires jurisdiction by virtue of the reference 
made by the RevenuCf Court, yet once it has got seisin of the .case, it exercises 
its power as a Civil Court, and its decision is a decision of an ordinary Civil 
Court. Hence, the High Court has jurisdiction to interfere either under section 622, 
Civil Procedure Code, or under section 15 of the Charter Act 

The High Court can interfere under section 622, Civil Procedure Code, 
even though the aggrieved party has other^remedy available. OlUfttul 

Medhl» Kulsnitt •• - 246 

— , Sec. 7 S —Registration during pendency of suU^ 

^ If the name of a proprietor is registered under the Land Registration 
^Act, ^ring the pendency of a suit for rent by him, and the registration 
decree is produced in the course of the trial, it must be held that there is 
sufficient Ci^plianoe with the requirements of the Act.^ Bllbia Khfltlin 'c- 

* *• Rani Bilashmani Debi ... 299 

Sec 78 — Malikana, not rent. See Malikana, claim for 800 


Land l^avennei realisation of— Indian Contract Act {IX of 1872)^ sections 59 and 60. 
Sections 59 and 60 of the Indian Contract Act apply to transactions in 
relation to realisation of land revenue. Jotindra Moban Sen v.Uma O 

Nath Onba ... 41 


Law* question ot— Considerations of law in the process of reasoning — 
Question whether jhum lands lay within or without the limits of the 
settled csti^e, See Regulation III of 1591 .. ... ... 

Legfatee* consei^t of — Creation of mortgage al^erd .te fixed for payment 
of legacy — Continued possession of executor — Presumption, See Mortgage 
by executor aud^residuary legatee 
Legfal necessity — Tracts, Reversioners ... ... 

Iiimitation Act* Seo. 22 — proforma defendant joined as plaintiff, See 
Plaintiff, added 


436 

345 

458 

S86 


— — I — — , Sch. II, Art. 14, applicability of. See Limitation Act, ® 

Sch. II, Arts. 14, 121 ... ... ... ... ••• 470 

jT/, Arte, 14^ 121 — Poeeeeeion, euU for — Noahad taluk — Sale 

for arreare oj rer^ue^ purchaser at — Resettlement with defaulting proprietors. 
Article 14 of Schedule II of the Limitation Act refers to orders and proceedings of 
a fonotionary to which by law is given a particular effect in favour of one person or 
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Limitatioii Aet--{Conid,i 

against another, subject, in the regular cour^, to a •further judicial proceeding haring 
for its object to quash them or set them aside. • 

The article haa%o application Vhere an order is null and Toid and does not affect 
the platq^iflTs interest, so that there is no ocoasion to set it aside > 

Where subsequent to the purchase of an entire Noahad mehal at a sale for arrears 
of rerenue bj the piaintiff, the term of the taluk expired Ind Oorcrnnient resettled the 
taluk in faT#ur of the defaulting proprietors and the plaintiff instituted a suit for 
rec^rery of possession of alparcel of land included in«tbe taluk purchased. 

J/e/d, — That the rule of limitation applicable was that emboilied in 
A tiole lai and not in Article 14 of Schedule II to the Limitation Act. 

Kaqbul Ahmad r. Kara Qobinda Kalal ... 470 

— Soil. II Art. 100 — Period ^\v hen begins to run — Illegal 

Putni Sale, setting aside of — “ When the profifsare rcceiTcd,’* amj wherp 
the plaintiff has ^en dispossessed bj a decree afterwards set aside,'* 
meaning of, $^e M^sne profits, suit for 

i Sch. II, Art. lOtf, Third column, meaning of, 8m McMio 

profits, suit for 

» ... ... 

Limitation— Tenant in possession of other land of landlord for more than 
12 years, if adrerse, 8m Possession, suit for ... ' ... 

Lii pondena— T'raiw/er #/ Property Act (IV of 1882), Sec, 82^ Mortgage 
Interest in immorabh property — Contenttoui euU, • » 

A suit on a mortgage is a suit with respect to an* intertst in immoTable. ' 
property, and a suit for sale on a mortgage praying relief against the mortga* 
iprs and others is from the l>cginniug a contentious suit within the meaning 
of section 62 o> the Trantfer* of Property Act. Dnrga Prasad v. MAdho ^ 

Prasad 

Lnnacyt Wher^ inheritance falls in— Not congenital, See Hindu law— 
Shebaitship ... * 

Xaintenance. amount of, if can be limited by will — Hindu widow 

Dayabhaga School, See Will 

••• 

, amount of, if can be excluded by implication-LHjndu widow 

— Dayabhaga school, 8ce Will 

Xajor charge* sanction not given — Minot charge, trial on, validity gf 

It is not desirable that a ^se lAould be proceeded with against a person, piecemeal 
Where therefore a person could not be tried on a major charge wTthoutA the sanction 
• of the Civil Court. • ^ 

Held, he ought not to be tried for minor offences. Giridliari Karwaii’ 

V, Emperor ... ... 73 

^^^lice* during enquiry. Sec Malicious prosecotion ... ... ,,, 337* 

lAli cions Prosecution* for, damagee for — Principles applicable^ to the ease 
^ —ProseeiUor^ Malice, the foundation of the metion^When may malice be ehoum^-. 
Knowledge of the defendant as to the falsity of the shdrge — Liabilitsi in such 
a ease. 

In an action for damages for malicious prosecution, the pvnon who can be made 
liable is the prosecutor. 


181 

181 

667 

seif— 

163 

869 

489 

489 
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Melicions Prosectitioii“(C7<^w<<^*) , 

f The determination of the question at to who the real prosecutor is, depends u^on 
all the circumstances of the case'*.’ The mere setting of the law in motion, is not the 
criterion, nor is it enough to say that the prosecution was instituted and conducted 
by the ^police; the conduct of the com plainrfbt, beforehand after making the charge, 
his means of information and motives, must also be taken into consideration. 

The foundation of the agtion is malice, and malice may be shown at any 
(time 111 the course of the enquiry ; a prosecution commenced hona fide^ may 
become malicious in any \)f the stages through which it has to pass. 

Pandit Gaya Parshad Tewari v. Sardar Bhagat Singht ... d37 

Malik, meaning of — Absolute ownership, See Hindu Law, will ... 20 

, in will^ conetrvction. 

'• Where the term ‘ Malik ’ is used in a will, its precise meaning is to be 
deteftnined by the content and witlw reference to the other clauses of the 
document Pnilia Chandrfi Bysack i’. GopalLal Sett ... ... 369 

Malikana, Registration Act {VIl of 1876 71, C), 

Sec, 78—Afahkana^ not rent, 

Sectioif’ 78 of the Land Registration Act is no bar to a claim for 
Malikana^ which is not a claim for rent. Syed Shah Majamnddin 

Hyder v. Syed Zahjid Hossein ... - ... .^oo 

• — , not rent, Malikana, claim for ... ... ... .300 

Managing memher right of I to withdraw rent deposited in 

Court — Suit Jor r^nt by managing member for self and ds next friend of minor 
'brother — Managing member^ rights of — Mitahshora School — Citil Procedure Codc^ 
{Act XIV of JSS2)y Sec. 461, object of — Joint brothers — Surety, 

A pianaging member of a joint family, governed by the Mitakshara system of 
Hindu Law, who vas appointed guardian od htem of his minor brother for the 
purpose of a rent suit in which both the brothers obtained a decree for arrears of 
rent against their tenant, can withdraw the money deposited in Cour^ by the tenant 
to the credit of himself and the minor, without obtaining leave of the Court under 
section 461 of the Code' of the Civil Procedure ^ 

Per MitraJ. — A managing member is the accredited agent of the family and 
can do all acts, benificial to and necessary for the family. The intjpduction of the 
infant member of the family under tie reprisentation of the managing member as 
c a next friend waft merely formal, a matter, V)f procedure, and was not necessary so 
far as the substantive rights were concerned. > 

Section 461 of the Code of Civil Procedure does not contemplate an execution 
, of a bond for an indeffeite amount or for the benefit of a co-parcener. 

Per Casperte, The object of section 461 of the Code of . Civil Procedure 
is to protect property received by guardians ad htem on behalf of the minors they 
‘ represent. There is nothing in the words of the section from which any exception 
may be deduced. 

The managing member of a Mitakshara family cannot sue without joining the 
" other members as .n>artiee to the suit. There may be cases in which a manager alon e 
can sue to recover rent : for example, if he has given a lease in his own name, and 
the suit for rent due in terms of the lease. 

Joint brothers cannot be sureties, one of another, in a Mitakshara 
family. Hence the adult plaintiff cannot be called upon to furnish security 
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Kanrnging member~< c^ptd, > • 

in respect of money to be receircd by him An behi^f of his minor brother • 

who was made a co*plaintiff in order to obtain £ joint decree for re^t. 

^ • • • Harihar Pershad Singh r. Xathnra Lai ... 25d 

”■ rights of — Mitakshara School, St4f Managing member ^ 

of jo?nt Hindu family ... ... ... ... 2A0 

Matter -Subject matter nee<l not be same — Rent suit— A> decree, 

Srtr Civil Prooctiure Code, Sec. 13 Kxpl. II ... * gSi 

Metne proitSt // A/U, 209, ISO, applicability 
“ ll'Aea the profits are receircd ” in Art, 109, ^neaning of. 

Where the defendants wrongfully received profits which were actually receivable 
by the plaintiff but for an illegal putm sale which was afterwards set aside, the period 
of limitation is three years from the time wdicn the profits were receivotl. • ^ 

By the clause “ where the plaintiff has l>ecn dispossessed by a dcoree aftcrVfards 
set aside on appeal, when he recovers possession ”'in the third colunjw of ayiclo 109, 
the Legislature Jimit 8 jhc conditions under which the onlipary rule of three years 
may be extended. 

The clause “when the profits are received’’ in tfio thir«l column Of 
article 109 means “ when the profits arc actually rcccive<l,’’ Peary Mohun 

Roy V. Khelaraip Sarkar ... ... igi 

- — — , suit for — Rent, suit l^r — Hcm judicata, See CiuH Proccilure 

CiHle, .Secs. 12 and 13 ... ... ... ,,, 303 

Mohunth — 'Jrans/er, poti'cr of — Succeeeum — \onnnatwn — Cueton'^Mntt, superior and 
rubordinate, relation between — Conditional decree gicing*posiession till a JMohuigh 
IS duly installed, if to be pasted, * • • * , 

« A ,\2ohun/k of a ^ntt cannot transfer the right of management vested in him, 
ttiough conple<l^with the pbligaiion to manage in conformity with the t];u8t itnnexcd 
thereto. • • • • 

Where one MnU ih Hulxirdinate to another m the sense that the latter has the right 
of nomination o3Khe Mohunth of the foinicr, the Mohunth of the former mif^t cannot 
by a <lecd of transfer alienate his right in favour of the Mohunth of his superior mutt. 

There is no fixed rule which A'gulatcs the relation bct\vcen a superior and a 
subordinate mutt ; even if a mutt is subordinate to another, it must be governed by its 
own rules of mabagement. • ^ * 

In the case of mtUU the custom governing the particular establishment has to be 
provetl. • 

In the case of mutts there is n^'^niform custom applicable to ail inutts so far as 
the question of succession to the office of Mohunth is concerned. 

In cases in which A Mohunth is allowed by custom to nomfhate big successor by # 
word of^outh oiaby a will, such nomination is subject to tffe confirmation of the 
entire body of Sanyatis of different muUs, who are invitetl to be present at the 
ceremoney of installation when the new Mohunth is invested with the Chudder or the ^ 
rob^ of oflSoe. • # 

When no custom is proved and no authority jn the outgoing Mohuuih to make a 
nomination is established, the Mohunth shoultk^be elected by blithe Sannyacis oi the ' 
institution. • • 

Where the plaintiff has not asked for declaration of rights to nomi- 
nate a Mohunth tor another mutt, nor in the plaint stated precisely the* 
natuueof the relation# between the two but claimed title in himself 
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Mohuntli— (Coi^tii.) 

6n the baws of the Supardanama ^hioh created no valid title in him in the 
disputed properties, he cannot at t^he appellate stage of the case, be per- 
mitted to turn round and say that he is entitledoto have a decree fcr 
administ^ration, to recover possession of the disputed properties and to keep 
such possesion till a Mohuidh has been appointed. Prayad Das 

^ Mohnnth Kriparam ••• ••• 492 

llokarari lease, perpetual, construction of — See Bengal Cess^ 


Act, Sec. 41 ... ... ... ... 525 

Mortgage, amount, suit for realisation of — Mortgagee purchaser of a share ’* 
of one of the mortgagors — Share of debt to be deducted, See Equity of 
redemption ... ... ... ... ... ... 92 

— ^ of holding — Landlord purchasing in execution of money decree, 

lf®oan question transferability, See Occupancy holding ... 29 

— < Occufhpicy ryot ^ dying without heirs — Lien, if subsists, See 

Bengal Tenancy Act,* Sec. 22 ... ... ... ... 324 

Party — Partition suit, See Decree .. .. 478 


S-ljy executor, residuary legatee setting mside — Executor — Pecuniary 

legatee— ^Deeds^ deposit of^ with a moi tgagee^-Constructire notice— Legacy — Will. 

A mortgage by an executor, who , is also residuary legatee, to secure his private 
<iobts, may be set aside even at the suit of r. pecuniary legatee ; the position of 
creditors is less favourable, as a mortgagee without notic*e may be safe as against them. 

Where deeds ware deposited with a mortgagee, the contents of which, and, enquiry 
based thereon, would havtf la<l to ,the tliscovery of a charge on the mortgaged pre- 
mitos, the mortgagee must be taken to have had constructive notice of the charge. 

Where a legacy was payable within six years of the death of the 
testator ‘ and (jthe executor create<l a mortgage eight yqars after the due 
date, the morigagee’was not entitled tbvassume the consent of the legatees 
inspite of the lapse of time, as two of the legatees were infants and the con- 
tinued possession of the estate by the executor, was not inoonsisteht with 
the purposes of the wili.^ Bank of Bomkay r. Snleman Somji •• 346 

decree — Execution — Objection as to property belonging to O 

stranger, ^where triable, See Civil Procedure Code, Secs 244, 280 ... 20 

i property, purchase of, by prior and puisne mortgagees— 

AcoounVing -Tenants settled by prior mortgagee, right of, See Redemp- 
tion, right of I ... ... ..- «. ••• 173 

suit — interest in immovable property — Contentious suit, See 

Lispenderie ... ••• ... -. 158 

' Mutation, niade in substitution of heirs, meaning of, See Ejectment, suit for 518 

patta — Absence of words importing heriditary C 5 ^.aracter, if 

destroys permanent tenancy, See Ejectment, suit for ... ... 613 

^atta when confirmatory, Ejectment, suit for ... ... 613 

Mutt— Superior and subordinate, relation between — Nomination — Transfer, 

power to. See Mohunth ... ... ... ... ... 499 

’ Xntwaa power to^appffint. 

The power «to appoint a mfUvoalli is a power in the nature of 
a trust. The power to appoints new mvboalli stands on the same ground 
M the power to appoint new trijstees ia England. 
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Matwidi-~( C*fiud.) 

A person who is below t£e age of pabert> cannot be appointed maftEMfi. 

Satiah Chandra MuUick «. Aahruffhiiii Ahmad 

— ^ pAwer t^^ppoint, natiirw of— Power to appoint new mutwali, 

natnre^of, Sre Mutwali .a *... 

— , who can be appo{nte<1, Mutwali 


196 

196 
196 

Negotiable Inatraments Act, Sees, 30^ 30,S0 — Ilundi pnyahle at sight — Uncontii- 
t tonal aemptance — Holder agreeing to arrangement fgr payment taith acceptor — ’ 
A^tce of dtshonour^ omission to gire — Hratesr discharged. 

The acceptor of a payable at sight accepte<l the hnndi unconditionally. The 

holder of the note agreed to receive the money in 3 tlays’ time and did not give notice 
to the drawer of this arrangement. The acceptor faiksi to pay the amount within., 
the promised time, the holder gave the drawer notice of iKshonour, 10 days after 
that date : • 

• • • 

y/Wrf— That the conduct of the hohler dischargetl the drawer from his 
liability under the terms of sections 30, 33 and 86 of the N^otiable Instni- 
ments Act. Askaran Baid Pir Bux * * ... ...* 

Nij-jote land, suit for possession of— Tenant atlmitting plaintiff’s title as 
lancllords’ makararidar— Occupancy right, Sc/\Oiui8 
Noabad taluk — Ile’Settlemenf, meant ng of, • 

A Noabml taluk is not necessarily temporarily settled ; it nwiy be a 
perm.anenlly s<*ttle<l on<*. •The rc-s<*tt lemon t of a Noabail taluk ilocs not 
necessarily mean a settlement with new taliikdars , it lAay Inf an adjustment 
of^the revenue and nothing more. Maqbul Ahmad r. Hara Oobinda 
• Kalal 


163 


170 


470 


^.Sale for nrr^ of revenue — Uc;}«it t lemon t with tl#faulting 

-Possession, suit for, Limitation Act, Sch II, Arts. U, 121 


proprietor 

Non-occupancy \ai7at — iceretion to holding— Bengal Allarion and Biluvion 
liegulation {XI of IS23), Sec, 4 cl, (/). 

A . • 

A non-occupancy tenant can ao<iuirc a right to hold a ncwly-formod land 
as an acceretion ^to his holding under cl. (1) of section 4 of Kc.fulat{on XI. 

of 1825. Amjad Ali c. Kadeijan Bibi .. 

Ahmed Bepari r. Toki Hahoxx\^d 
Miajan v Akram Ali Bhuiya ... ... • 

Notice, constructive — Charge— Deeds, deposit of, with mortgagee, Sen 
• Alortgagc by executor^nd residuary legatee „ ,,,* 

of demam^ (patents of — Enhancement of rent — TaTukdar, See 
Regulation, Bengal Decennial SetUement, Sec. 51 

tiwhononr, omission to give— Drawer, liability of— Hundi payable 
St sijht— Unconditional acceptance -Holder arranging payment with* 

acceptor, See Kegotiable Instruments Act, Sees. 30, 39, 86 , . ... * 

m , service of, on the outer-door of the office, it proper— Person working 
as an employee^ Civil Procedure Code, Soc. 80 ... t.* 

- to accused person, if necessary — Transfer of .case by District 
Magistrate, See Criminal Procedure Code, Sec. 628 
— - ito accused-Fnrtder enquiry, See Criminal Procedure Co^ See, 437 


470 


537 

538 
641 

345 

329 


163 

294 

241 

73 
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o— — , to qn5t, validity of ~ Monthly • tenancy, Transfer of Property 

Act, SeCj 106 ... ... ® ... ... ... ... * 34 

— — , to qui*-, if necessary — Tenancy, determination of — Raiy;V=^ holdingo • 
over — Tresspasser, Ejectment, suit for '' ... 633 

— — , want of — No written statement called for — No opportunity to 

adduce evidence, Criminal Procedure Code, Sec. 145 ... ... 71 

^ Occupancy’s raiyat mortgaging the holding — Dying without heirs — Mortgage 

lien, if subsists, See Bengal Tenancy Act, Sec 22 ... 324 

holding* nm-tran»/erahle^ mortgage of— Landlords^ in 

execution of money-decree^ if can question the transferibility — Eetopptl — Ecidenee 
, Act {I of lfi72)f Sec, 115^ if exhaustiee — Transferibility ^ question of 

•The landlords of a non-transferable occupancy holding, who purchased the holding 
at a sale ^eld ir» execution of a mon6y decree, can resist the claim of the mortgagee 
of the said holding on«the ground of its noii-transferibility withqut their consent. 
The English law of mortgage is not applicable to such a case. 

The law of estoppel in forc^ in India is contained in section 115 of the Evidence 

Act. 

The question of transferibility properly arises in such a case 

The dictum in the* case approved. Asmatdnnessa Khatuu Saheba 

• V Harendra Lai Biswas •. 29 

• • • 

^ ■ ■ —^t^on-transferable^ bequest of if void or voidable — Void and 

• voidable transaction^ nature *f— Recognition by landlord of transfer. 

When a transfer of a non«fransferable occupmey holding takes place, t^e 
transaction's in law voidable at the option of the landlord only Hence the h*ir 
of an occupau6y ra^yat of such holding is bound by a Bequest of the holding made 
by the latter in favour of a stranger. 

If aptransaction is void, no rights in favour of either party can ^row under it, nor 
can it form the foundajtion of any estoppel. It is not necessary to have it set aside ; 
its invalidity may be set up whenever it 18 sought £b be enforced It is incapable of^ 
being confirmed or ratified. 

If a transaction is voidable, it is valid and binding upon the parties and persona 
deriving* title through them, whether b^ descent, purchase or otherwise, until it is 
avoided. ^ ^ 

The transfer of an occupancy holding which is liot transferable by local custom, 
may be validated by ^he consent of the landlord. . 

When the landll^rd recognises the transfer as valid, he recog lises the 
transfer of the existing occupancy right as a valid transaction. Hari Das 

Bairaciv Udoy Chandra Das 2di 

Cfflcsr, fermanent— Engineer— Bengal Municipal Act, Sec. 88— Standard ^ 

plan, Sptf Bengal Municipal A ut, Secs. 400, 406, 409 ... ... 507 

• • j 

,‘who should inspect buatee or submit report— Bengal Municipal Act, 

Beo. 83, See Bengal Municipal Act. Secs. 400, 406, 400 ... ... 607 

* Of the rival wife'— Dayabbaga, Verses S8 and 33— Interpolations, See 

Hindu Law— Sh^baitship'^ ••• ... ••• 169 
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Onilf — AiMtttral land* — 8mU hy jwn mgaintt father^ to Oft aoido dood o/talo of lando^ 

Father rerrraienary keif — Eridenro^ • » 

• 

*ln A suit by the sons ihcir father, irin Hindu family, to set aside a sale 

o( lands, tjie ground that they were ancestral and inalienable, the onus is upon 
the plaintiffs to establish their case that |he lands are ancestral and not self •acquired. 

Where the title of the father was that of rerersionary heir to the * 
late admitted owner, A, to show that the ]%nds are ancestral, it must be pror- 
e<l that they had come to A, by descent from a lineal malb ancestor in the 
male line, thtough whom the plaintiffs also claim. Atftf HSilIgh **• Thxk&r 

s • Singh 

— of proof — f^eotment^ tuit for — yij^joto land, skit for po**es*ion of— Makar 

raridar — Oceupaney raxyat^ plea of. 

In a suit for ejectment from ai/yiify* lands, where the defence set up a 
right of occupancy, when the phunliff was aflmitte<l to be a kiakarmridar of 
the landlord, it lies upon the defendants to make o*iit that they are ocqifpancy* 
raiyats and are ^entitletj to remain there. Baraik Kamal Sahi r. Lilhn 

Christian 

Or otherwise,’* construction — Kjifsdem* generis, See Bengal Tenancy Acf, 

Sec. 22 .. . ... 

Partition Suit— ’Allot in oh/*— D rawing lotA^Cinl Pr*reduro Code, 8eo.30e. 

Semble. A Judge, in making allotjnenls in a partition suiU should not 
draw lots in the manner provided by section 72 of the Kstatos Partition Act 
(V of 18971, but should fqllow the proccilurc laid down in scctiom^pd of the 
Civil Procetlure Code and make the allotment of the shares after a full 
consideration of the rights and objections of different parties. Narslngh * 
s Narain Singh r. Harkhn 8 ngh ... 

P^rty agreeing^to be boiipd down — No evidence — Order without jurisctic- • 
t ion, Criminal Procetln re Code, Sec. 107 .• ... ... • * 

Pedigree family reeord*, admiUMibility o/— Post litem moXfiin— Declaration 
dcce^ised mem^r—Ftmdy repatiUum or tradition— DtepiUe at the time of^rawing 

of pedigree — Adoption of pedigree by member of the family^ 

In support of a claim based on%n alleged right of inheritance, three i pedigrees 
were produced. 

//Wd,— (1) tffat one of these pedigrees which had been drawif up poet 
litem motam, was inadmissible in evidence ; (2) that another pedigree was* 
a^lmissibleas a declaration made by a cfeccaaed member of the family 
touchingthefamily reputation 8r tradition on the subject of its dUfeent ; to 
make this pedigree inadmiasible, it was not sufficient to show that wliSn 
It was dravn up there was some dispute between the paj^fes ; ft was « 
necessary to pro^ thgt the matter now in controversy, after the statement, 
was in controversy then, before the statement and (3) that the third pedigree 
wasidmissible, for though not proved by the maker, it 1^ been adopted bj 
a roAnber of the family, and was not made poet litem motam. Kalka 

^ Parshad v JCathnra Parthad 

Fdrmaaeilt Settlmiaat. tenure from— Evidence, Dat 4 w 4 *of— Long 
poeeMsionf gsc Eight to sue ... • 

whoia property haa been sold* — Beneficial owner, See Civil 
Procedure Code, 6ea 310A 


521 
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Plaint — Amendment and restoration to original form — Second appeal, See 
Court-fee ^ ... ... 4 .. 

, signature and veri^cation — Government pleader, See Civil 

Procedure Code, Sec. 61 

n (««*** 

added — Proforma defendant joined^ ae plaintiff — Limitation Act 
iXV of 1877), See. 22. 

Where a person, who was at the institution of a suit made a proforma 
defendant, subsequently is joined as a plaintiff, Sec. 22 of the Limitation 
Act does not apply. In suciri a case the added * plaintiff is not a ‘A*ew 

plaintiff.’ Nogendrabala Debya 1?. Tarapadn Acbarjee and others ... 

Pleadings — Avoiding a contract, Fraud .... 

, joinder of new, m appeal — Plaintiff’s application to alter the 


485 


■^4 


288 

135 

230 


447 


, judgment so as to defeat his own action. See Trustee, suit by 
Point, abandonment of, in lower Court, consideration by Judicial Committee 
Whe^e the j-utlijment of the appellate Court contained a statement that 
a particular point had been abandoned, which statement was challenged, 
the judicial committee considered the surrounding circumstances and held 
that the piint had not been abandoned. Kalkh Parshad r. Mathura 

Parshad 

Police Act» sections 17, 29 — Special constable, appointment as — Refusal to serve — Pro- 
secution — Riot or disturbance of the p^iblic peace-— ‘Ordinary police force insufficient. 

It 18 only when^ there is a danger of not or bther disturbance of the public 
peace and the polibe force available is insufficient to preserve the peace and protect 
the inhlibitants^of the vfll^ge where disturbances are apprehended that a person may 
bf; appointed a special constable under section 17 of the Police Act. 

If the Magistrate apprehends that a certain individual is about to • 

commifa breach of the peace he may be proceedwl agin^t under section 107, 

Criminal Procedure Code, but he cUtnnot be made a special constable under 
section 17 , nor does he, on his refusal to act, render himself liable to 
prosecutton under section 19 of the Police Act. Radha Kanta liall »*. 

c King Emperor 

Possession by Mahomedan widow in lieu of dower— Order of Civil Court 
detern^ining title and ousting from possession— Exercising jurisdiction 
illegally and with material illegality. See Land Registration Act, 'Secs. 42 
48, 52, 66 

, long, in assertion of title— h^'itlc, jjroof of, See Regulatiop III 


66 


245 


of 1891 


--_L‘ — Person in receipt of rent— Tenants’ possession, nature of, 81^^ 

Land Registration Act, Secs. 42, 48, 62, 66 ... 

suit for , by some of the reversioners for their shanks, maintain- 


4.36 


24. > 


ability. See Reversioners 

T* — N’oabad^ taluk — Sale for arrears of revenue — Re-settle- 
ments with defaulting proprietor. See Limitation Act, Sch. II, Arts. 

* fo^v^ Defence, alternative — Possession either as a Jenant 

more than 2€ years — Adverse possession. 

It is open to the defendants, in the first place, to plead, that the lands were 
comprised in their tenancy and that consequently i^e plaiiwiffs were not entitled 


458 

( 

470 

( 

or for 
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PoMession— < 

to recover possession, and^ in the second place, to assert that if the4enaacy was not^ 

establishes!, as they had held possession for more tlfcn 12 years, the nght of the 
pUmtilfsto ycoove^posscssion was extinguishes! by the law of limitation. 

When the case of the plaintiffs wnathat the defenda«\ts were tenants in 
respect 5f other lands not in d'isputc and that by act of trespass they came to * 
occupy the dispute*! land within 12 years beftire suit, but it was proved that 
the defendants ha<l boon in tK'oupation for more than twe^e years, the title 
of theplaiifliffs to recover possession by ejectment of Ahc defendants was 
baBTcil by limitation. Tlic question is not one of adyerse possession but of 
limitation. Raktoo Singk ** Sudhrftiii Aiiir 


Prosumption — Alienation without legal necessity— Consent of next 
reversioners, having liniito*! interest, 5r/i Hindu Law— Widow ... 

, ?:ntry • • . ... * ... ••• * 116 

I^n\tee, consent of— Great lorf of mortgage by cxeeiito^ 

after tlato ixe<l for, payment of legacy — Executor, continue*! possesion, 

Se<* Mortgage by executor and residuary legatee ... .•• ... 

Monthly tenancy — l^vidcnce as to oommcncomcnt sir 

character wanting, Transfer of property Act, Hcc. 106 ... ... 34 


Permanency of liohling— Herc<litary character, absence 

of words impjrting, 5*'** Ejyotincnt, suit for ^ 

— rebuttable— AniJi cxcccNling 100 bighss — Bengal Tenancy 

Act, Sec. 5 (.*»), S^f Ejectment, suit for ... ^ ... * 

PrirnOg^ ni t'^y*^-' Itf^tnction on ahruatton. * * • 

s Where there is a oustoiu of prirnogcnitilre, there is no restriction on 
'alienation by the incuyil>cnt for the time Ixjing, unless a special custom is ^ 
provivi to the contrary, ftrishua Fershad^.Eoy V. Eomei Clmnder 

Xandol 


61.3 

633 


274 


Prior mortg&go not m existence — Purchaser in execution of prio# 
mortgagee's decree in posstjssion — Puisne mortgagee no^ made a party, 
fKjsition of — Transfer of Property Act, Sec. 93. fks Itcdcmption and sale, 


suit for # ••• ••• ••• • ••’ • ••• 

PriTfttO dofenco — Sudden fight — Murder — Taking refuge in offf^ders* land, 

See Indian Pc^al Cotic, Secs. 149, 30<^ exception 4 ... *. 601 

Procodnro— Appeal by plaintiff itpd defendant — Ejectment, suit fbr, non- • 

maintainability — Nature of tffhdncy, Suit ... ... • ... b!>2 

m Property, affecting# rights to, statute — Construction, 3m Regulation 

‘ill of 1891 ... ... ... ... J... ...• 43^ 

Proprietor*! privaCfe land — Factory Zerait — Absence of evidence of khas 

po yi s rt oD, See Ejectment, suit for ... . . ... ... . 633 

P|(Me^tioil, piecemeal. See Major charge ... 73 

PrOteeutOT, real ascertainment, See Malicious prosecution ••• 337 

Purchaser, in execution of prior mortgagee's^ dberee, position, of — Puisne . 

mortgagee not made a party in prior mortgagee's Baft,«s 8 |^ Bedemptioa 
and sale, tnit for ••• ... ... ... , ... 547 

— , Status of — Reversioner, remedy of — Bbmarriage, See Hindti 

jrHow .... ... ... ... 643 
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Pntnif purchata of^ $7iare of^ without thfi eoment of zfimindar^ offset of — Putni Bsgula* 
tion ( VIII of 1829)^ section 0 — Co-iharsr landlords collecting share of rent separately^ 
*■ if constitutes separate tenancy— r Sale in^executwn of decree for share of rent^ ^ff^^ 

A purchtiser of a share of a pi^ni acquires a valid title ia the property, althoucfh 
his purchase was not recognised by the zemindar. He is not exempted ft-omf liability 
for rentbjoinrly with the transferor If the landlord chooser to recognise him one of 
the joint-holders of the putni. Section H of the Putni Regulation only prevents any 
splitting of the tenure and^apportionment of the rent without the sanction of the 
landlord. 

One of the oo-sharers in the zemindari who had a 6 annas interest brought a 
suit for his share of the rent against the registered putnidar and obtained a decree, 
in execution of which, he sold a 6 annas interest in the putni : 

Held — That the effect of the sale was preci.sely the same as that of a sale under 
money-decree ; that is, the right, title and interest of the judgment-debtor at the 
time of attachment passed. 

No separate %viancy is constituted under a co-sharer landlord merely by 
his collecting his share 6f the rent separately from the tenant. Aoscb Ali 

Pra^anik ^ Bisseshnri, alias Harani Basaya 
^ Chowdhurani — ... ... 5.*>4 

BegflUatioili Sec. 6, construction of — Splitting up tenure. See 

Putnee, purchase of share of . ... ... ... ... 654 

Raiyat, holding over-« Trespasser — Notice to qnit, if necessary — Tenancy, 

determination of. See Ejectment, suit £<>r ... ' .. 633 

Ratification — Contract Act, Secs. 196, 199 — Hindu widow — Heversioners — Agency. 

t. Ratification in the proiv^r sen^ of the term, as used with reference to 
the law of agency, is applicable only to acts done on behalf of the ratifier. 

A woman with a limited interest could nor by acts ex-post facto charge npm 
the estate whi'ih slio represents, obi igat ions not originally b\ndiiig upon it. a 
H indu widow cannoS, be said to give a lease on behalf of the reversioners 
The acts performed by the reversioners after the death of the vvniow cannot 
amount tc a ratification of the lca.se, as the widow is not the agent of the 
reversioners. * Bejoy Gopal Mnkerji r Qirindra Nath Mukerji ... 458 

Receiver appointing tchsiMar — Agent and sub agent — Indian Contract 

Act, Sees 191, 192, Sre Accounts, suit for ,. ... . . 114^ 

Record of rights -Alteration and correction, suit for — Maintainaoility, 

See Bengal Tenancy Act, Chap X ... ... ... ... 322 

Rodempti n* Tight of — Mortgage — Purchases hy prior and puisne mortgagees — 
Accounting — Tenants settled on the land by pner vioitgagce, right of. 

Where the prior mortgagee purch ised the property mortgaged to him in a suit 
in whicl^ the puisne mortgagee was not made a party and the latter also purchased 
the same property subsequently in a suit in which the prior mortgagee was not made 
a party ; 

Held., that each party would be entitled to redeem the other ; but the preferable 
right to red^m was with the puisne mortgagee. 

The puisne mortgagee is bound to pay the mortgage money with interest at the 
rate specHed in the mortgage to the prior mortgagee and any amonn^ paid by the 
prior mortgagee in. possession for the protection of the property or for redeeming any 
prior mort(^4{e with intereat as ciso the coets of the suit and appeal as in an ordinary 
•wdamption suit. An aooonnt was to be taken of tbe amon^ realised from the 
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Bad^mption — CC*^mid ) 

property hr the prior mortRagtse m mortgagee in poesession fronf the date 
the •poeseialon Uken by him iprior roortgageerf It on taking accounti any 
balance fo^nd injavourof the puUiie mortgagee, the prior mortgagee will be bound 
to pay the said amount to hiin^; but if oUicrwiac, tben the usual decree in redemption 
•uit will^ passed. 

The tenants 8ettle<i by the prior mortgagee on the land are entitled 
to remain on the land until it be found in any siilwequent suit or suits that 
they are liabTc to ejectment iin<lcr tlie Bengal Tenancy A^t or any other Act 

thai*maybein force. Eedar Prosaniia Lahiri*r. Qirindra Prosad 

Sukul 173 

and salr^ suit for^ by rubMequtnt mortgagee — PurehaMer in execution of 

prtor mortgage deeree in pottet'non, position o/-^ Itedvmption money ^ deposit of^ afCH' 
dote fixtd but before order absolute — Deposit accepted by Court — No formal ^rder 
extendiug tune — Ttansfer of Property Ai't {IV of liiS2j section 0^* • 

Defendant plirohasofl a certain property in execution of flecrce on a suit by a 
first m«»rtgagec in wlu«*li the p'awitiff,* a thirtl mortgagee was no par^. He (the 
defendant) retieemetl ihc sci’oiid !n«)rl«4ag e and was in posHCssion of the property. 
The plaintiff 8ue<J to enforce hia inoitgag® as also to redeem prior incumVjrances : 

//eld, that section 93 of the Transfer of Fr^lpcrty Act did not, in its literal terms, 
apply to a case where there waf^iio prior mortgage still in existence, but the principles 

there laid down ought to be followcil m dealing with such a cose. * 

• * • 

The plaintiff who did not deposit the rctiempiion^monc^ arithin the time allov^^ 

by ('oun can retleciii afterwards, before a final order is made under clSuse 2 M section 
•3 of the Triiiisfer of Fiopcrty Act, th.at is l^efore the decree is made absolute. 

The poHiiKMi of the dcfijgidant, who is in p issession of the property uHder an 
obligaiioii to re.traiisfcr it, if the ledemptiotf money is paitf on a fixed date, is 
analogous to ih^t of a mortgagee by conditional sale. 

If a deposit of the rc<leraptioii money is accepted by the Court befor? 
the final order under clause 2 of stcticn 93 of the Transfer of 4»roperty Act, 
but after the date fixed for payment, it becomes an effcotual deposit, 
although no f^mal order extending the time was passed Bepin Bohary 

S aha Mukunda Lai Ofiosh ... 347 

s 

Money— No deposit wuhi# the time fixed by Court-Deposit ^ 

before decree made absolute^^l^f eflfeciual — No formal order extending 

time, See Ue<lemptton "nd sale, suit tor ... ... * , ,,, 047 

9 

S6*^ntry, right of - Forfeiture — Voluntary alienation, See G^nt, construe-^ • 

tionof • ... .. ... ^... ^ lae 

Beferenca by Oollector to Cl?ll Court Irregular — Person In possession of . 
i interest in dispute, See Land Kegistration Act, Seas 42, 48, 62, 65 246* 

Bagiatration Act Sec 17 (d) — Dastak gitrin^ possession and rlght*to 
• cul i Tale, &;;« Admissibility ... * ... 63$* 

• -- ?•*- . _ • 

' Pec 17 Cl, (it — Compr<»mise petition of-ACrimfnal Pro- 

ceeding, withdrawal of— Order not incorporating pterins of petiVion, See 
Bridenca Act, a^mlMibility of ... •• *.a 00 
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Kegistration of name when can be ordered by Collector — Possession — 

S accession Of acquisition by tranter, See Land Registration Act, Secs. 
42,48,62,55 ... ... ... ... ... ^45 

of name — Suit pending — Sufficient compliance, See Land ^ 

Registration Act, Sec, 78 ... ... *... ... ' 299 

RegnlsftiOlIi Bengal Decennial Settlement {VIII of 1793)^ Sec 51 — Valid notice^ 
contente of — Undivided taluk — Joint settlement — Separate collection — Assessment 
— Measurement — Separc^ tenancy — Declaratory decree — Liability of taluk 
to enhancement^ not in issue. • 

A talukdar is entitled to a notice of demand for enhancement of rent unlier 
section 61 of the Bengal Decennial Settlement Regulation (VIII of 1793>. The notice 
should contain one of the grounds mentioned in the said section ; a notice not con- 
taining any such ground is bad in law. 

\ declaratory decree ‘declaring a talukdar's tenure liable to enhancement should 
not be passed, wlft^e the question of the liability to enhancement of the taluk as a 
dependent taluk under* the provisions of section 51 of the Bengal Decennial Settle- 
ment Regulation was not put in issue. ^ 

A taluk f^as situated within th^e *emindaries. The settlement of it was a joint 
-me, but the collection was separate. The proprietor of two of the zemindancs caused 
the entire taluk to be measured, as^ssed with rent upon the area found therein 
ind granted a dowl t« the hoUlers of the tal«k, who agreed to pay their share of 
•ent thus assessed : 

Held {per J/dM*!/’.) — That the effect of the dowl was to constitute the 
ra^t ion »l^ share of the undrvided taluk p separate and distinct tenure with 
.rliioh the proprietor of the remaining zemindary had no concern. Hence 
in a suit for enhancement of rent of a taluk by the zemindar, the proprietor 
of the remainVng zemindary was not a necessary party*, Bank of 

Hindustan, China and Japan Ld vl Babu Shib Doyal Tewary ... 329 

- ' ■■ — — III of 7591 {the Sylhet Jhum Regulation') — Considerations of law involved 

o 

in the process of reasoning — Jhum cuUitatwn, nature of — GoeernmenV s claim to 
confiscate proprietary rights —Burden of proof — Proprietary title — Long possession 
and enjoyment. 

When lamia havo^-long been in the enjoyment of the zemindar and it is asserted by 
Government that they are entitled to conHscate the proprietary rights upon payment 
of compensation wnder Reg. Ill of 1891, the onus is upon the Government to show 
that the facts of the/'^iseare such as to bring it withiivthe operation* of the Regulation. 

To bring-a case within the Regulation it is not sufficient to show that at the time 
of Permanent Settlement, the income from Jhum cultivation was taken into account 
as asset for purposes of assessment ; it must also be shown th«t the income taken 
into account was derived from Jhum cultivation carried on beyond the limits of the 
settled estate. 

The qufstion whether Jhum lands lay within or without the limits of the settled 
estate is not necessarily a question oL fact, specially if at every point in the process 
of the reasoning consider^tjjons of law Lave to be regarded. 

Long possession of land in assertion of a particular title may be relied 
upon as ftfoof of that title. .Xahoined All HAidar Khan ▼. The 

' ' Secretary of State for India in Gomicil ... 436 
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of 1793, See. 51, Srt» Regulation, Bengal DeciuiiiaL 

323 
554 

637, 638, 641* 


Segulatioik Vllt 

Bettlemcut ,,, 

— VI II of 1819, ^ec. 6, S<v Butui, purchaser of share of 

XI of 1825, Sec. 4(1), •§<*<• Non-occupancy ra>yat 

HsnuuiA oeder — decision of issuc^overning case — Final decree -Lea vc*to 
oppeal to Bn\y Council, Ci\il Bsoceiturc CVkIc, Sec 505 

2 — Preliminary point, what i'*, Ste Civil Proceilure Cotlo, Sec. 562 ... 

B—Purchascr, st.atus of — Reversioner, rcmetly of, Sfc Hindu 


168 

167 


542 


619 


.32b 


43 


.H2? 


312 


Re-marriage 

widow ... ... ••• • ... ... 

Rent, amoSnt of, aiuiualiy pa>.il»le-*Plca that plaiii^il was not owner 
•luring the whole of the period the rent clainjcil — Second appeal, 

Bengal Tenancy Act, Sec 161 

- enhancement of, suit for— Pai tic-*, joiiuler of — Ciuliviticil taluk - 

Joint settlement -.St'parate collectiuii — Measurement —.\ssej5sment, Sre 
Regulation, Bengal Ueceniiial Settlement, Sec. 51 .... 

Recovery Act. ^^CC, 1.5:l — Rovl•^^ou where appeal liesj-Oivil 

Prooc<lure C»>le, Sec.j;22— Charter Act, Sec 15, IHgli (Jourt * ...* 

Repretentative— Afletion-puroluiscr m execution of decree against 
transferee of oecmp.incy hoUlinj^_IXs3ice against ret^rdeil tenant, S^c 
Civil Pr<x:c«lure Cinle, Sec. 211 

Residence of master or complainant—Outside Presidency town, The 
Workman’s Breacli of Contract Act, .Sees. % 5 ... 

Retrial— yveWnoi nvf valhVij ( rud—Dtiagreemefii betu','en Jmhje and assessors, 

P< r Macl,u„,0 ,7. .nii.l e-VK// /.—Where a trial ha'i bee,’, jnTalulatctJ on Icsal 
Kroam , an.l the real m the case ha, not bee, lcg.allj.tr.e.1, a retrial oughUto 

heUI, imlcs It ajipearH from the rccor.l that there U no evi.lencc agafnst th6*prlao«r 
V that there 1« very little chance of a conviction. More .lisagrccmcnt tietween 
jmlgc and assessor* is no.8ugicient reason for refuniiig u retrial. . 

Per Woodroffe /. (C..«V«) -The fact thnf the law gives* operaUon 
to the finding o^the judge and not to that of the assessors does not ilctracl 
from the value of the oiunioii expressc<l by them. Where, therefore the* 

[ Judge and assessors have .lisagree.l^.s to the facts, which were, peculiar 'ami 
as to which different conclusions have Wu arrived at by ilifferent minds 
there ought to i^p no retrial oiderci. Darga Charan Sanyal r. Tke 

Rmperor ... • 

Revenue free property— Resumption under RcgnUtioii XXX Vll of 1793* 

Land Registration Act., Sc^3 (I O;, 78 ... • ’ 

. ft«Terrionen— Sad h,j ,om<- f„r u,ainta,nahil,ty—JI*nd,i lomlow bate b„ 

Leyal ne^d,j—Bc,b-fic,al orranyf.m>-nt-Co,u,deralio^.iroidiny Lai pro. 

toMemont, pr,.,r,,,lc of, appUcahlr To arrangement bHmeea * 

parties interested in the property , 

• A suit by some of the rcversioneri to rccnci i.o,uj,uon of tli-ir sh ires from ‘ii.e * 
lessee of a Hindu widow after her death is maiutaluablo. * 

. case of legal neoewity must be iudge<lnp.n Its own facts. 

* ''"J' ■‘t^ngease tofi«?lu*oo a Courtif iuoiei'. * 
which fcy a Hindu widow’ 


5 '.» 
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B^imionm—iCrntd,) 

If a Hindu widow made a goq^l bargain for herself, and if that bargain did not 
f prejudice the position of the then^reversioners, it should be given effect to. ^ 

If parties arrange to avoid f he necessity for legal pro^dings their arrangement 
is supported by sufficient consideration. , 

Apart from legal necessity a widow can validly alienate property that ha^devolvetl 
on her from her husband with the consent of the reversioners. The widow can make 
such an alienation by the e:(^ire surrender of her own interest and thereby accelerate 
• the interest of the reversioners or she can part wi^h her direct interest the estate 
and convert it into an annuity. Subject to the payment of the annuity, the transferee 
will acquire an absolute interest.* * 

The principle of family settlements is applicable to an arrangement by 
which the' persons interested in the property mutually consent that the 
► J)ro|>erty shall be managed in a particular and a convenient manner and if 
the arrangement does not seriously .prejudice the parties to it or those who 
c aftft: them,*a Court of«equity will be slow to set it aside, Bejoy Gopal 

Hnferji V. Girindra Nath Mukerji • ® ... 468 

remedy of— Rc-marriage — Furchiiser, status of, See Hindu 


widow 


542 


ll6Ti6Wf order on, if can be questionet^ in appeal from final decree, See Civil 

Procedure Code, Secs. 462, 024, 629 ... , ... ... 294 

fteViliolLi where appeal lies — Civil Procedure Code, Sec. G22 — Charter Act, 

Sec. 15-^ Rent 'R*eco very Act, Sec. 153, See High Court ... 43 

l^ight»**i^^j«dioation of — Plaint, Iftling of, See Court ... ... 116 

to sue — Incumbrances^ suit to^avoid — Purchaser from a purchaser at a revenu^ 

salci'—Pu^nidar — Permanent Settlement^ tenure from. before-^Long possessions 
Presumptio/tsj)irect evidence, 

A purchaser from a purchaser at a sale for arrears of Government revenue 
as well cas a putnidar are persona who can sue to avoid encumbrances or under- 
tenures created since the permanent settlement. 

It is not necessary that direct evidence should be given to prove the 
existence o< a tenure wf rom before the permanent settlement in order that it 
might be protected from avoidance on account of sale for arrears of Govern- 
ment revenue. A presumption in favour qf its e:^istcnce arises from the 

* proof of the existence of a tenure for a very lopg time, say from 1824. 

iknanda Chandra Poddar Behari Pal • 1^7 

c Biotin^ — Common object, no express finding as to and no quescion as to — ^ • 

Prejudice, Indiatt Penal Code, Sec 147 ,, ... o ... 69 

p^ftd, deflection of — Improvement, See Bengal Municipal Act, Secs. 400, 

* * 406,409 ... ... ... ... ... ... ^07 

Sale, deed^of, suit to set aside'^by son against father — Ancestral land, Sec • 

Onus ^ ... ... ^ ... ... ... ... 339 

* 8600 nd«app 6 al-“Civil Procedure ODde, Sec, 584 — Discretion, erroneous • 

exeicise of— Documentary evidence. See Civil Procedure Code, Secs,® 69, 

68, 188 • ... ... ... ... 147 

Plaint) ammendment of and restoration to original form, See 

... ... ... ... ••• ... • 
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Soeond appoal— , 

— p Plea that plaintiff was not*owner during the whole ot the 

period the rent claimed—^Amount of rent annually payable, S64 Bengal 

* Tenafloy ^ct, 8^. 153 ... • ••• ... ... 019 

Soonri^ for keeping peace— ^European* British subject— Griminal Procedure ^ 

Code, See, 443, applicability of — Enquiry into or try any charge, See 
Criminal Procedure Code, Secs. 107, 443 ... ^ ... ... 565 

Separate If nancy — Co-sharer collating hU share of rent separately, See • 

Putni, purchaser of share of ... ... * ... 554 

Seosione Judge— ■A’ruA?/irs recorded by one judye and orders passed by another 
— Sessions Trial — Chany e of Judge — Validity, 

Per curiam A Sessions Judge cannot act on evidence recorded by his 
predecessor in office. On a change of the Judge, a sessions trial must 
commence de novo, . 

The judgment passed by a Sessions Judge on cvidehcc p|irtly recordcc? 
by his predecessor in Office is illegal and must be set aside. Durga Charan 

• • Sanyal r. Tho Emperor 60 

Snare-nolder, suit by, against the Bank to ciltorco inspection of the 
register of share-holdera— Common law fight. See Corporation ... ... 103 

Shebaits&ipi inheritance to — Lunacy no^ congenital — Lunacy when 
inheritance falls in, See Hmjju Law ... ... 

Spoclfic Relief Act, See. 42, See Contingent right I 

proviso-Suit to set aside fraudulent decree— 
bmt for declaration and for conscciuential relief— Plaint oriiffnallv** 

I correctly framed— Unfounded objection— Withdrawal of prayer for 
cons^juenti^l rclicf-pumiwal of «uit-8eoond appeal- Plaint, arngnS- • 
ment of and restoration to original form, Court-fee • 435 

Moniclpal Act, 

’>>9i'>0'^-O>»mmOarrier7\ct cS 

of 28GS) as amended by Act X of 1800, Sec, 20. ^ 

Section 10 tbe Common Carrier. Act os amended by Act X of 18M 
pl.^1 a Steamship Company in the »,mo position a, a railway, a'.d mak!^ 

obligatory upon a person wanting to sue a.3t«amer Company to giye notj 

of such suit within the time mcn^oned in tbe section. Eivers %teaia 

NavilAion Co. Ltd. r. Ka*hi Pra&d 193 

‘Step in aid of executton~ApplicatU>n for time. 

preTMt’.u^“*“. ‘‘ execution and doe. not 

P ^“‘•oboequent applications from being barred. Umed AU u. Abdnl 

• 0 K!ariia ... 198 * 

to^Ayautuka Hridhan-^^Dayamaga, Chap, 

* AeiVf^ ’ * iaugM^prtferabU , 

• • « ••• 

UrrZl’ dUeentiente)-T^ eon .uocee® in preLneo to 
p^e^riagt **^®*^“*« stridhan property received by a woman fromlber father 
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Stridhan— • 

• The word ‘ Kanya' in Dayabhaga Chajfter IV, section II paragraph 16 is conaijed 
to unmarried Slaughters alone. 

The Dayabhaga of Jimuta Vahana is a paramount authority in s.he BeBga> Schoolf 
Other awthorities may be followed ; if there be any ambiguity in Jimuta Vahana’s 
text,' Srikrishna and Raghu Nandana deserve the greatest respect, but their opinions 
must yield to the authority of Jimuta Vahana. 

* T*er Brett J. (/joxe J, disseiUiente ) — The Dayabhaga lays down a general law of 
succession to Ayaviuka etndhan and makes an exception in the case of such pro- 
perty received from a father, only to the extent that in the first instance unmarried 
daughter is preferred to the son. 

Per Mitra J , — The later opinions of Srikrishna and Raghu Nandana 
wtRch are not based on the text of the Dayabhaga ought not to be 
followed by the Court of Bengal.^ Prostiima Kumar Bose Sarat 

• • Sashi Ohofie ... 200 

Sub-COmmittCd — Pow^r to sanction amendment of original plan — Avowing 

expenses, See Bengal Mi^nioipal Act, Secs. 400^406, 409 ... ... 507 

Subject mlLtter need not be si^c — Rent suit — Exparte deciee, See Civil 

Procedure Code, Sec 13, Expl II ... , ... ... ... 82 

Sub-lease by a non-occupancy raiyat—r Central Provinces Tenancy Act, Scc^ 

46, Sub-Sec. 3, iSf’e Bjectment ... * ... ... 158 

Successiou to property of Hill Tipperah Raj lying wfthin British territory, 

See JurisdictiomdT Civil Court ... ... ^ ,,, i 

— Aj}j}eaf by ylaiiiUff and defendant— Procedure, 

‘ Plaintiff brought an action for qjectment which was dismissed on the giound 
that it hac]^ been brought for a part of the tenancy, and therefore, not maintainable. 
The plaintiff apjjealed and the defendant also filed an appeal against a finding in 
the judgment as to 'the nature of the tenancy. The Judge decreed the defendant’s 
appeal and affirmed the order of dismissal : 

UeldfAxnt t§|jp)^oocdure was erroneous. As the suit had been dismissed, 
the defendant oQild ^t The plaintiff’s appeal should have been 

heard ftr^^^tmd ft^is ©Jpu^^ prol^LtqjJi^ve been well-founded, the defen- 
dant’s objectioits %hillilf| then^hEve been .considered. AfiTft Hobaiiiiiia.d. 

#4e8b Chandra Chatterji' ... 552 

Surety t<y administration bond, hammy Re vocation of letters of 

administratioiyfor fraud, Administration ... ' ... ... 94 

— , one of joiKt brothers if can be, See Mar'xgutg member of joint 

family " ... ... ... ... ... ... 26G 

TheSylhet Jhum B^ulation, construction— claim to confiscate pro- 
prietary rights — Jhum cultivation, Regulation HI of 1891^ ... 43G 

Tenancy— Evidence as to commencement or character wanting— Presump- 
tion, See Transfer of Property Act, Sec. 106 ... . . 34 

■■■» si^arate— Joint settlement — Separate collection — Undivided taluk — 

Measurement — Assessment, See Regulation, Bengal Decennial settlement, 

Sec, &l ... ... . ,, .. ... .. 329 

• » m 

Tenant admitting plaintiff’s title as landlord's makarraridar, to prove bis 

occupancy right — Nij-jote land, suit for possession of, See Onus ... 170 

Itenants aettlod by prior mort^ec, right oi— Purchase of mortgaged pro- 
perty by prior and puisne mortgagees, See Redemption, right^of . 170 
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Permanency of holding: Sr* Ejectment, ,ult For ^ 

TiAn. aoDlioation for, Ssf Step in aid of execution ,... ••• 

SSi P^f.o£-mng posacaaion in^assertion of title. Begulat.on 111 of 

Tait^»abUity,q“C»lio»ot-r^ndlord purchasing in execution of money- 
accrec— Mortga^ Se^ Occupancy holding - . ••• 

Transfer of caw by D.atnet Magistrate, validity of-«ase remanded by 
8cB8ion8^udgc, S^€ Criminal Proeedurc Code, Sec. 52% 
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Trial with aid of a$te»tor* oond trial h>J 




613 
19^* 

436 

• 29 
24r 


eunientcHce 

Per Woodioffe and Coxc, JJ.— In transfeinng a oaac, no consideration 
should be ha.l to the fact that by a transfer to a particular district, the 
aocuscil will have the benefit of a trial by jury, where previously ho liad 
none. The real question is that of convenibnee of^ paities. 

, , Charan Sanyal c- Tfie Emporor 

Ttanafer of Property Act. ,sec.^ r.2— Mortgage .suit— Inteiest in 
immovable property, Sre bis pendens ... *... 

Traii«fer of Property Act Sec. af^Otlier property when liable, See 


C'4«tS 


Bcc. — Prior mortgage not "In existence — 

Purchaser in execution of ^nor mortgagee’s decree in possession — Puisne 
ni<3rtgagcc not mad€ a party, position of, S€B Redemptidi^ and sale, 
mat for ... ••• ••• . ♦•• • * ••• 

— , t^c. WG — Notice quit — Validity — Teharicy *at 


59 

153 

152 


ioil¥ or 


from month to month ^ 

Prr Rampint J — Ifl tlgj absence of any evidence as to the oommsnee** 
incut of a tenancy or its character, it is to be j^esumeti that thc^cnancy was 
a monthly tenancy expiring with the last day of the Bengali month of each 
year. A notiS; to quit, therefore, served on the 8th August 1899 miuirinf^ 
the tenant to quit on the last day of Cbaitra 1306 (12^Is Aprrf *1000) was 

quite valid. Pandit Rakhal Chandra Tewari r. Tlia Secretary of 

State for India in Council ^ ^ ... 34 

Trust, brcach*of — Trustee giving up rights under decree, See Trustee, suit 

by , , .. ... ... 230 

Tmsteei suit 'hy^Vecree m favour — Appeal by def^tdante—^-Plaintiff^e 

application to alter the judffnhit to as to defeat hit own a^ion — New plaintifft, 
joining of render of a decree \n hit favour by a truHee^^ Betrayal of trutt-^ 
' lief utal of i^e Court to alter the decree, * 

The plaintiff, t^e hereditary trustee of a temple dedicated to the worship of 
8hiva and where the customary ceremonies of Hindu worship were carried oa tued 
tie defendants, who represented a caste called tlfe Nadar or Sbanar caste. The 
question between the parties was whether the defendants and the caate^o which they 
•belonged had legal right to enter and worship jn the temple. first Coprt decided 

against tbs defendants, who thereupon appealed to ihd^lgb Court. plaintiff 
thought nt to protees that be then saw that he and the Judge of the lower Court were 
wrong and asked the High Court that the judgfbent of the lower Cofirt should , be 
altared so ’as to defedt his own action. The High Court, on being applied to, ai their 
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^rdships held ^very properly, reinforcedi the cause of the worshippers of the tcmj>la 
by joining certain new plaintiffs tc the original plaintiff (whose confidence in the 
justice of bis suit had by that time convalesced). The High Co’ .t refused alte^ 

the decree and their Lordships held, correctly. ‘ 

« 

.The compromise by the trustee was not honajide and not lawful within 
the meaning of section 375 ^f the Civil Procedure Code, The decree of the 
first Court d.d not cease to be binding upon the parties by the mere fact of 
appeal though the pendency ot the appeal opened the whole question for the 
appellate Court. A trustee who ^ves up the right under the decree under 
appeal is guilty of breach of trust Sankaralinga Nadan Raja 

Rajeswara Dorai aliag Mutlmramalinga Dorai ... 230 

influence — T?ic Indian Contract Act^ Amendment Act (.VI of 1899), Sec. 2 — 
Preaumption — Landlord and tenant — JJominating the will — Kahuliyat unfairly 
ohta\i&d, 0 nus^^Exe cut aid Stilt to net aside hy one of the executants. 

There is no broad or* general presumption that a landlord, c/e» an*" influential one, 

• can BO dominate the will 4 )f his tenants lys to piduce them to make unoonsionable 
bargain in hf& favour. • ^ 

The of proving that a haVuUyat was# unfairly obtainerl lies on the person 


who alleges it. 

Where a kahuliyat Vas executed by severaf persons it cannot be set 
aside as a whole, when all the executants did not question it Raja Pro- 

mada Nath Roy iBahadur r. Kinoo Mollah alias Kal^Mia ... 135 

tfnflt *‘* 7 -Sccuiity for good Itehaviour — Discietion of Magistrate, See 
*t)iiniinal Procedure Code, See. 122 » ... ... ... ... 243 

Unlawful f^fesembly — Common intention — Indian Penal Code, Sec. 140, 
effect of, bn, different members, See Indian Penal Code, Secs. 1J9, 300 

* V 

exception 4 ... ... .. ... ... .*>61 

Void and voidable — Transactions, iiatuie of, See Occupancy homing, 

non-tra[hsferable, bctiuest of ... ... 201 

Waiver— IXfcndant’s cimduct, Ste Ciwl Procedure ode. Sec. 44{a) ... 100 

Way, right of— Implied grant, Sie Easement ... ... ... 280 

Formed or mctal^pd road — Severance of tenement — Implication of 

gmnt, See Easemeftt ... ... ... ... ... 280 

'^ill — Construction, considciation for, See H\^idu Law, Will - . . ... 48 

— Construot^n of, rule of, See Hindu Law, Will ... ... 20 


Dayhkaya — WiCow entitled anly to mainterjh^e, if can contest the validity of 

grant to idols or construction of tcill. 

Where the plaintiff being a widow of the testator, is entitled to main- 
tenance and is a stranger to the estate, which, on an intestacy, wo«Lld go to 
the adopted son, she is not competent to raise any question as to the validity 
of certain provisions in the will^f elating to the establishment and mainten- 
ance of certain idols or to have a construction of the entire will. Promotho 

Katb^yr. SrimatiNogendnibalaChowdliiiTaiii 4M 

— restricthik as to place of — ^^Just cause'* for non^cymplianee^ 
JiaintenaHce^ right to and a mounts {f can he limited hy will — Sindu testator, 
pouoeruBf, to deprive his widow of share of propeHy ^ Maintenance^ right of^ if 
be excluded hy implication. 




